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JOINT APPENDIX 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Holding a Criminal Term | 


Grand Jury Impaneled on October 27, 1960 and Sworn in on November 1, 1960. 


THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Plaintiff Criminal No. 965-60 


) 
) 
Vv. Grand Jury No. Orig. 
) 
) 


CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287 
: Defendant | 


The Grand Jury charges: 
COUNT ONE 


| 
On or about, May 1, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disburing Clerk of the Disbursing Office 
of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United States, 
a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government of the 
United States, demanding compensation for one Gloria Penner, 3000 Con- 
necticut Avenue, N. W., Washington, D. C., in the amount of $244.72, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room during the period of April 2, 1956 
to and including April 30, 1956, and the defendant , CLAUDE ANDERSON 
TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Gloria Penner had not folded any 
speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Fold- 
ing Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any such 
compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 
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COUNT TWO 


On or about, May 31, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Gloria Penner, 3000 
Connecticut Avenue, N. W., Washington, D. C., in the amount of $339.71, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room during the period of May 1, 1956, 
to and including May 31, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAY- 
LOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and 
fraudulent in that the aforementioned Gloria Penner had not folded any speeches 
or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Folding Room dur- 
ing the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any such compensation. 
(Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287) 


COUNT THREE 


On or about, July 2, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives , an agency of the United 
States, 2 claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Gloria Penner, 3000 
Connecticut Avenue, N. W., Washington, D. C., in the amount of $310.73, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room during the period of June 1, 1956 to 
and including June 30, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR 
then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent 
in that the aforementioned Gloria Penner had not folded any speeches or 
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pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Folding Room dur- 
ing the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any such compensation. 
(Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). | 
COUNT FOUR | 
On or about, August 1, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a pergon in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
" of the United States , demanding compensation for one Gloria Penner, 3000 
Connecticut Avenue, N. W., Washington, D. C., in the amount of $299.46, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room during the period of July 2, 1956, . 
to and including July 31, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAY- 
LOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and 
fraudulent in that the aforementioned Gloria Penner had not folded any speech- 
es or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Folding Room 
during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any such compensa- 
tion. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 


COUNT FIVE 


On or about, September 4, 1956, within the District of Columbia, 
the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR willfully and knowingly pre- 
sented, and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in 
the civil service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Dis- 
bursing Office of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of 
the United States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the 
Government of the United States , demanding compensation for one Gloria 
Penner, 3000 Connecticut Avenue, N. W., Washington, D. C., in the amount 

of $828.61, as payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the 
United States House of Representatives Folding Room ie the period of 
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Angust 1, 1956, to and including August $1, 1956, and the defendant , CLAUDE 
ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, 
fictitious and fraudulent in that the aforemertioned Gloria Penner had not 
folded any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Represent- 
atives Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled 
to any such compensation. (Violation 18 U.S.C. 287). 


COUNT SIX 


On or about, October 1, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing ‘Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives , an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of 2 voucher for salary , against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Gloria Penner, 3000 


Connecticut Avene, N. W., Washington, D. C., in the amount of $363.86 as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of September 1, 
1956, to and including September 29 , 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE 
ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, 
fictitious and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Gloria Penner had not 
folded any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Represent- 
atives Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled 
to any such compensation. (Violation 18 US.C. 287). 


COUNT SEVEN 


On or about, October 31, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, «+ 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, 2 claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
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of the United States, demanding compensation for one Gloria Penner, 3000 
Connecticut Avenue, N. W., Washington, D. C., in the amount of $389.62, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of October 1, 

1956 to and including October 31, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDER- 
SON TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Gloria Penner had not folded any 
speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Folding 
Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any such com- 
pensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 


COUNT EIGHT 


On or about December 1, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Gloria Penner, 3000 
Connecticut Avenue, N. W., Washington, D. C., in the amount of $244.72, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of November 1, 
1956 to and including November 80, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDER- 
SON TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious: 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Gloria Penner had not folded any 
speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Folding 
Room during the aforemertioned period and was not entitled to any such com- 
pensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 

COUNT NINE | 

On or about, December 31, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the 

defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
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and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States , demanding compensation for one Gloria Penner, 3000 
Connecticut Avenue, N. W., Washington, D. C., in the amount of $235.06, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of December 1, 
1956 to and including December 31, 1956, and the defendant , CLAUDE ANDER- 
SON TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and frandulent in that the aforementioned Gloria Penner, had not folded any 
speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Folding 
Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any such com- 
pensation. (Violation: 18 USC. 287). 


COUNT TEN 


On or about, February 1, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives , an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Gloria Penner, 3000 
Connecticut Avenue, N. W., Washington, D. C., in the amount of $272.09, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of January 2, 
1957 to ani including January 31, 1957, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDER- 
SON TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Gloria Penner had not folded any 
speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Folding 
Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any such com- 
pensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 


7 
COUNT ELEVEN ! 

On or about, March 1, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly pre- 
sented, and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in 
the civil service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Dis- 
pursing Office of the United States House of Representatives, an agency 
of the United States, 2 claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against 
the Government of the United States , demanding compensation for one 
Gloria Penner, 3000 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Washington, |D.C., in the 
amount of $257.60, as payment for allegedly folding socecher and pamphlets 
in the United States House of Representatives Folding Room, during the 
period of February 1, 1957 to and including February 28, 1957, and the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned 
claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Gloria 
Penner had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House 
of Representatives Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was 
not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 18 US.C. 287). 


COUNT TWELVE 


On or about, April 1, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States , demanding compensation for one Gloria Penner, 3000 
Connecticut Avenue, N. W., Washington, D. C. in the amount of $265.65, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of March 1, 

1956 to and including March 30, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDER- 
SON TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Gloria Penner had not folded any 
speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representative Folding 
Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any such 
iolation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 
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COUNT THIRTEEN 


On or about, May 1, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Gloria Penner, 3000 
Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $267.26, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of April 1, 1956 
to and including April 30, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON 
TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Gloria Penner had not folded any 
speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Fold- 
ing Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any such 
compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 


COUNT FOURTEEN 


On or about, May 31, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, 2 claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Gloria Penner, 3000 
Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $272.09, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of May 1, 1957 
to and including May 31, 1957, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON 
TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Gloria Penner had not folded any 
speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Fold- 
ing Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any such 
compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 
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COUNT FIFTEEN 


On or about, June 29, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Gloria Penner, 3000 
Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $262.43, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the| United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of June 1, 1957 
“ to and including June 29, 1957, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON 
TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Gloria Penner had not folded any 
speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Fold- 
ing Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any such 
compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 


COUNT SIXTEEN 


On or about, September 3, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States , demanding compensation for one Gloria Penner, 3000 
Connecticut Avenue., N.W., Washington D.C., in the amount of $260.82, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of August 1, 1957 
to and including August 31, 1957, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON 
TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Gloria Penner had not folded any 
speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Fold- 
ing Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any such 
compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 
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COUNT SEVENTEEN 


On or about, May 31, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, 2 person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives , an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of 2 voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one John F. Day, 641 C 
Street, N.E., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $339.71, as payment for 
allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House of Re- 
presentatives Folding Room, during the period of May 1, 1956 to and includ- 
ing May 31, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then 
well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in 
that the aforementioned John F. Day had not folded any speeches or pam- 
philets in the United States House of Representatives Folding Room during 
the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any such compensation. 
(Violation 18 U.S.C. 287). 


COUNT EIGHTEEN 


On or about, June 15, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil — 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives , an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States , demanding compensation for one John F. Day, 641 C 
Street , N.E., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $189.98, as payment for 
allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House of 
Representatives Folding Room, during the period of June 1, 1956 to and 
including June 15, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR 
then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraud- 
ulent in that the aforementioned John F. Day had not folded any speeches 
or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Folding Room 
during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any such com- 
pensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 
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COUNT NINETEEN 


On or about, July 27, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one John Day , 641C Street, 
NE., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $267.26, as payment for allegedly 
folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room, during the period of July 2, 1956 to ani including July 27, 1956, 
and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the afore- 
mentioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in that the aforemen- 
tioned John Day had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room during the aforementioned period and 
was not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 

COUNTY TWENTY | 

On or about, August 22, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person|in the civil 
‘service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one John Da , 641 C Street, 
N.E., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $215.74, as payment for allegedly 
folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room, during the period of August 1, 1956 to and including August 28, 
1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the 
aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in ‘that the afore- 
mentioned John Day had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the United 
States House of Representatives Folding Room during the aforementioned 
period and was not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 18 USC. 
287). 


12 
COUNT TWENTY-ONE 


On or about, October 1, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one John Day, 641 C Street, 
NE., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $230.23, as payment for allegedly 
folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room, during the period of September 1, 1956 to and including Sep- 
tember 29, 1956, and the defendant , CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well 
knew the aforementioned claim to be false, ficitious and fraudulent in that 
the aforementioned John Day had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in 
the United States House of Representatives Folding Room during the afore- 
mentioned period and was not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 
18 U.S.C. 287). 

COUNT TWENTY-TWO 


COUN) SS 

On or about, October 31, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, 2 claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one John Day, 641 C Street, 
NE., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $313.95, as payment for allegedly 
folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room, during the period of October 1, 1956 to and including October 
31, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew 
the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in that the 
aforementioned John Day had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the 
United States House of Representatives Folding Room during the aforemen- 
tioned period and was not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 
18 U.S.C. 287). 
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COUNT TWENTY-THREE 


On or about , December 1, 1956, within the District of Columbia, 
the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly pre- 
sented, and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, 2 person in the 
civil service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing 
Office of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of 2 voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one John Day, 641 C Street, 
N.E., Washington D.C., in the amount of $247.94, as pay ment for allegedly 
folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room, during the period of November 1, 1956 to and including Novem-~- 
ber 30, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well 
knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in that 
the aforementioned John Day had not folded any speeches or |pamphlets in 
the United States House of Representatives Folding Room during the afore- 


mentioned period and was not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 


18 U.S.C. 287). | 
COUNT TWENTY-FOUR | 

On or about, December 31, 1956, within the District of Columbia, 
the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly pre- 
sented, and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the 
civil service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing 
Office of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one John Day, 641 C Street, 
N.E., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $235.06, as payment for allegedly 
folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives, 
Folding Room, during the period of December 1, 1956 to and including Decem- 
ber $1, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well 
knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in that 
the aforementioned John Day had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in 
the United States House of Representatives Folding Room during the afore- 
mentioned period and was not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 
18 U.S.C. 287). 
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COUNT TWENTY-FIVE 


eee 


On or about, February 1, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one John Day, 641 C Street, 
NE., Washington , D.C., in the amount of $255.99, as payment for allegedly 
folding pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Folding 
Room, during the period of January 2, 1957 to and including January 31, 1957, 
and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the afore- 
mentioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in that the aforemen- 
tioned John Day had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room during the aforementioned period 
and was not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 


COUNT TWENTY-SIX 


_—————— 


On or about, March 1, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one John Day, 641 C Street, 
N.E., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $244.72, as payment for allegedly 
folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room, during the period of February 1, 1957 to and including Febru- 
ary 28, 1957, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well 
knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in that 
the aforementioned John Day had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in 
the United States House of Representatives Folding Room during the afore- 
mentioned period and was not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 
18 U.S.C. 287). 
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COUNT TWENTY-SEVEN 

On or about, April 1, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, 2 person' in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Tisbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives , an agency lof the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one John Day, 641 C Street, 
N.E., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $265.65, as payment for allegedly 
folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room, during the period of March 1, 1957 to and including March 30, 
1957, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the 
aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in that the afore- 
mentioned John Day had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the United 
States House of Representatives Folding Room during the aforementioned 
period and was not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 18 
U.S.C. 287). | 

COUNT TWENTY-EIGHT | 

On or about, May 1, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
_ fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, 2 person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one John Day, 641 C Street, 
N.E., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $255.99, as payment for allegedly 
folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House o Representatives 
Folding Room, during the period of April 1, 1957 to and including April 30, 
1957, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the 
aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in that the afore- 
mentioned John Day had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the United 
States House of Representatives Folding Room during the aforementioned 
period and was not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 18 
U.S.C. 287). 
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COUNT TWENTY-NINE 

Oa or about, May 31, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one John Day, 641 C Street, 
N.E., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $272.09, as payment for allegedly 
folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room, during the period of May 1, 1957 to and including May 31, 
1957, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the 
aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in that the afore- 
mentioned John Day had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the United 
States House of Representatives Folding Room during the aforementioned 
period and was not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 18 
USC. 287). 

COUNT THIRTY 

On or about, June 29, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, 2 person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives , an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States , demanding compensation for one John Day, 641 C Street, 
N.E., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $262.43, as payment for allegedly 
folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room, during the period of June 1, 1957 to and including June 29, 
1957, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the 
aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in that the afore- 
mentioned John Day had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the United 
States House of Representatives Folding Room during the aforementioned 
period and was not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 18 
USC. 287). 
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COUNT THIRTY-ONE 

On or about, July 31, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one John Day, 641 C Street, 
N.E., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $267.26, as payment for allegedly 
folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room, during the period of July 1, 1957 to and including July 31, 1957, 
‘and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the afore- 
mentioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in that the aforemen- 
tioned John Day had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the United States 


House of Representatives Folding Room during the aforementioned period and 
was not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 


COUNT THIRTY-TWO 

On or about, September 3, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency! of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one John Day, 641 C Street, 
N.E., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $260.82, as payment for allegedly 
folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room, during the period of August 1, 1957 to and including August 
$1, 1957, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew 
the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in that the 
aforementioned John Day had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the 
United States House of Representatives Folding Room during the aforemen- 
tioned period and was not entitled to any such compensation.| (Violation: 
18 U.S.C. 287). 


18 


COUNT THIRTY-THREE 

On or about, December 1, 1955, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Richard E, Spotts, 
1314 16th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $225.40, as pay- 
ment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House 
of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of November 1, 1955 to 
and including November 30, 1955, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON 
TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and 
fraudulent in that the aforementioned Richard E. Spotts had not folded any 
speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Fold- 
ing Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any such 
compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 


COUNT THIRTY-FOUR 

On or about, December 31, 1955, within the District of Columbia, 
the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly pre- 
sented, and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the 
civil service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing 
Office of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Richard E. Spotts, 
1314 16th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $214.13, as pay- 
ment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House 
of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of December 1, 1955 to 
and including December 29, 1955, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON 
TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and 
fraudulent in that the aforementioned Richard E. Spotts had not folded any 
speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Fold- 
ing Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any such 
compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 
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COUNT THIRTY-FIVE 

On or about, February 1, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, 
against the Government of the United States , demanding compensation for 
one Richard E. Spotts, 1314 16th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the 
amount of $51.52, as payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets 
in the United States House of Representatives Folding Room, during the 
period of January 2, 1956 to and including January 5, 1956, and the defendant, 
CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to 
be false, fictitious and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Richard E. 
Spotts had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House 
of Representatives Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was 
not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 


COUNT THIRTY-SIX 

On or about April 3, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government -. 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Richard E. Spotts, 
1314 16th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of #202. 86, as pay- 
ment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States House 
of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of March 5, 1956 to and 
including March 28, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR 
then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent 
in that the aforementioned Richard E. Spotts had not folded any speeches or 
pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives Folding Room dur- 
ing the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any vise compensation. 
(Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 
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COUNTY THIRTY-SEVEN 

On or about, April 28, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Bernice V. Fordham, 
7418 Georgia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $209.30, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of April 2, 1956 
to and including April 23, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON 
TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false , fictitious 
and frandulent in that the aforementioned Bernice V. Fordham had not folded 
any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any 
such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 


COUNT THIRTY-EIGHT 

On or about, May 31, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Bernice Fordham, 
7418 Georgia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $318.78, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of May 1, 1956 
to and including May 31, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON 
TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Bernice Fordham had not folded 
any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any 
such compensation. (Violation: 18 US.C. 287). 
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COUNT THIRTY-NINE 

On or about, July 2, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person|in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Bernice Fordham, 
7418 Georgia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $310.78, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of June 1, 1956 
to and including June 30, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON 
TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Bernice Fordham had not folded 


any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any 


such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 


COUNT FORTY 

On or about, August 1, 1956, within the District of C slumbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Bernice Fordham, 
7418 Georgia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $322.00, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of July 2, 1956 
to and including July $1, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON 
TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Bernice Fordham had not folded 
any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any 
such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). | 
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COUNT FORTY-ONE 

On or about, September 4, 1956, within the District of Columbia, 
the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly pre- 
sented, and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in 
the civil service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Dis- 
pursing Office of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of 
the United States, a claim, in the form of 2 voucher for salary, against the 
Government of the United States , demanding compensation for one Bernice 
Fordham, 7418 Georgia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of 
$323.61, as payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the 
United States House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of 
August 1, 1956 to and including August 31, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE 
ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, 
fictitious and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Bernice Fordham had 
not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Repre- 
sentatives Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not en- 
titled to any such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 

COUNT FORTY-TWO 

On or about, October 1, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, 2 person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States , demanding compensation for one Bernice Fordham, 
1418 Georgia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $363.86, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of September 1, 
1956 to and including September 29, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE 
ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, 
fictitious and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Bernice Fordham had 
not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Repre- 
sentatives Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not en- 
titled to any such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 
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COUNT FORTY-THREE wbges ‘ 

On or about, October 31, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in- the. civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Bemice Fordham, 

7418 Georgia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D .C., in the amoutt of $889.62, 

as payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 

House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of October. 1; 

1956 to and including October 31, 1956,-and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDER- 

SON TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 

and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Bernice Fordham had not folded 

any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 

Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not/entitled to any 

such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). | 
COUNT FORTY-FOUR | 

On or about, December 1, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a persdn in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Bernice Fordham, 
7418 Georgia Avene, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $244, 72, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of November 1, 
1956 to and including November 30, 1956, and the defendant, CLAUDE 
ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, 
fictitious and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Bernice Fordham had 
not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the. United States House of Repre- 
sentatives Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not en- 
titled to any such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 
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COUNT FORTY-FIVE 

On or about, December $1, 1956, within the District of Columbia, 
the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly 
presented, and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, 2 person 
in the civil service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the 
Disbursing Office of the United States House of Representatives, an agency 
of the United States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against 
the Government of the United States , demanding compensation for one 
Bernice Fordham, 7418 Georgia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the 
amount of $235.06, as payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets 
in the United States House of Representatives Folding Room, during the 
period of December i, 1956 to and including December 31, 1956, and the 
defendant , CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the aforemen- 


toned claim to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in that the aforementioned 
Bernice Fordham had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the United 
States House of Representatives Folding Room during the aforementioned 


period and was not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 18 
US.C. 287}. 
COUNT FORTY-SIX 

On or about, February 1, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Bernice Fordham, 
7418 Georgia Avene, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $272.09, 
as payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period January 2, 1957 
to and including January 31, 1957, and the defendant , CLAUDE ANDERSON 
TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Bernice Fordham had not folded 
any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 


Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any 
such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 


COUNT FORTY-SEVEN 

On or about, March 1, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person) in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives , an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Bernice Fordham, 
7418 Georgia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $257.60, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of February 1, 
1957 to and including February 28, 1957, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDER- 
SON TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Bernice Fordham had not folded 
any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to 
any such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). | 

COUNT FORTY-EIGHT 

On or about, April 1, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and kaowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Bernice Fordham, 
7418 Georgia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $265.65, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period) of March 11957 
to and including March 30, 1957, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON 
TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Bernice Fordham had not folded 
any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any 
such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). | 


| 
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COUNT FORTY-NINE 

On or about, May 1, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States , demanding compensation for one Bernice Fordham, 
7418 Georgia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $267.26, 
as payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of April 1, 1957 
to and including April 30, 1957, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON 
TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Bernice Fordham had not folded 
any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to 
any such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 

COUNT FIFTY 

On or about, May 31, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, 2 person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States, demanding compensation for one Bernice Fordham, 
7418 Georgia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $272.09, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of May 1, 1957 
to and including May 31, 1957, and the defendant , CLAUDE ANDERSON 
TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Bernice Fordham had not folded 
any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any 
such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 
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COUNT FIFTY-ONE 


On or about, June 29, 1957, within the District of Columbia, the de- 
fendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly presented, 
and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the civil 
service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Of- 
fice of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the United 
States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the Government 
of the United States , demanding compensation for one Bernice Fordham, 
7418 Georgia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of $262.43, as 
payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period of June 1, 1957 
to and including June 29, 1957, and the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON 
TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Bernice Fordham had not folded 
any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to any 
such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 


COUNT FIFTY-TWO 


On or about, September 3, 1957, within the District of Columbia, 
the defendant, CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, willfully and knowingly pre- 
sented, and caused to be presented, to Harry M. Livingston, a person in 
the civil service of the United States and the Disbursing Clerk of the Dis- 
bursing Office of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of 
the United States, a claim, in the form of a voucher for salary, against the 
Government of the United States, demanding compensation for one Bernice 
Fordham, 7418 Georgia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., in the amount of 
$260.82, as payment for allegedly folding speeches and pamphlets in the 
United States House of Representatives Folding Room, during the period 
of August 1, 1957 to and including August 31, 1957, and the defendant, 
CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR then well knew the aforementioned claim 
to be false, fictitious and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Bernice 
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Fordham had not folded any speeches or pamphlets in the United States 
House of Representatives Folding Room during the aforementioned period 
and was not entitled to any such compensation. (Violation: 18 U.S.C. 287). 


/s/ Oliver Gasch 
United States Attorney in and for 
the District of Columbia 


A TRUE BILL: 


/s/ James M. Barry 
Foreman. 
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{Filed April 17, 1961] 


ORDER 

Upon consideration of the Motion by the Government for compliance 
with a subpoena duces tecum by the Clerk of the House of Representatives, 
United States Congress, and a subpoena duces tecum by the Doorkeeper of 
the House of Representatives, United States Congress, Washington, D.C., 
and upon consideration of the oral hearing, pursuant to said motion, and 
upon consideration of the numbered items sought by the Government, pur- 
guant to said subpoena duces tecum, as is stated on the attached list to 
said subpoena duces tecum, and it being determined that the items so 
specified and sought by the subpoena duces tecum are needful for use of 
the trial of the above-entitled criminal action for the promotion of justice, 
and the items sought are hereby determined to be material and relevant 
to the trial, it is this 17th day of April, 1961, 

ORDERED, that the certified copies of the items of evidence so 
specified in the gaid subpoena duces tecum are to be produced for use in 
the trial of this criminal action, pursuant to House Resolution Nos. 255, 
256, in the House of Representatives, United States Congress, Washington, 
D.C., Dated April 13, 1961, a copy of said resolution having heretofore 
been incorporated as a part of the record of this case. 

/s/ George L. Hart, Jr. 
JUDGE 


[Certificate of Service] 


ee 


[Filed August 2, 1961] 
‘EXCERPTS FROM TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 


Washington, D. C. 
Monday, May 8, 1961 


The above-entitled matter came on for trial before THE HONOR- 
ABLE GEORGE L. HART, JR., United States District Judge, and 
at 11:45 A.M. 


* * 


B. F. KERNS 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * x = 
Q. Mr. Kerns, what is your employment? A. Unit Head of Re- 
cords Information Unit, U. S. General Accounting Office. | 
Q. Andtell me, sir, in that particular connection, do you have in 
your custody and in your control and possession vouchers which| are sub- 
mitted in the House of Representatives for salary? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Now, particularly, sir, do they relate and have you brought in 
or furnished to me pursuant to a subpoena certain vouchers regarding the 


House of Representatives Folding Room? A. Yes, sir. | 
* * * * * ! 
Q. I'll show you at this time then, Mr. Kerns, what may, for the 
record, Your Honor, be known as Exhibits 1(1) through (52), for |identifica- 
tion. Would you examine those ? | 
(The witness examined the exhibits.) 
Q. What are they, sir? A. They are certified photostatic copies 
of original documents in the possession of the General Accounting Office. 
Q. And have they been prepared and submitted, sir, pursuant to a 
subpoena returnable here in this courtroom? A. Yes, sir. | 
Q. Now, let me.ask you this: why would these be in the possession 
of the General Accounting Office? A. The General Accounting Office 
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receives the original documents through the normal accounting procedures 
set up, the rendition of the accounts of the House of Representatives for 
audit to the General Accounting Office. 

Q. Is this, sir, shall we say an audit prior to drawing of a check, 
or is it a post-audit? A. I'sa post-audit. 

Q. And at one time, sir, did the General Accounting Office also 
issue the checks? A. Yes, sir -- 00, sir, they did not issue the checks. 

Q. Did they ever receive them and maintainthem? A. We recevied 
them after they had been negotiated through the regular panking channels. 

Q. Is that still the procedure? A. No, sir. 

Q. It's changed and kept by whom, do you know? A. The checks 
sobsequent on this particular account beginning August 1, '56, would be in 
the custody of the Treasury Department. 

Q. All right, sir. Now, with regard, sir, to these particular vouch- 

ers, and if you will take the top one -- I believe it's in the name of 
Penner. A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Is that ten - three - thirty-one? All right, sir, now there are 
certain writings on this document, sir, particularly up in the top left-hand 
corner, which for the record, reads WA-38930-3/6. What is that, sir? 

A. The WA-38930 is a designation given to the settlement of the disbursing 
accounts of Ralph Roberts, and it's used for identification purposes within 
the General Accounting Office. 

Q. All right, sir. A. The 3/6 indicated that this voucher was for 
bundle 3 of 6 bundled accounts. 

Q. All right, sir. Now, there are certain numbers down here such 
as 2-21 on this particular exhibit, which is 1(1), for identification. What's 
this 2-21 stand for? A. The 2-21 was placed there within my unit as a 
control in photostating the document. It is merely there for identification 
so that we can keep it straight. 

@. Do you mean for the purpose of answering the subpoena? 


A. Yes, sir. 


Q. All right. 
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MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, at this time the Government going 
through exhibit by exhibit would offer the exhibits known as 1(1) through 
(52). | 

MR, BRENNAN: Objection, Your Honor. | 

THE COURT: What is your objection? | 

MR. BRENNAN: In the first place they are not original records. 
This man has been indicted upon knowingly making a false voucher. These 
are photostats. | 

THE COURT: How would the photostats prejudice you any over the 
original record? 

MR. BRENNAN: So far as I know, Your Honor, you are not able to 
read handwriting from a photostat, or interpret handwriting, or give any of 
the characteristics of handwriting. | 

THE COURT: Let me see one of them. 

(Handed to the Court.) 

MR. BRENNAN: The only thing -- I don't know whether or not this 


man is an official or an officer of the United States Government. 
MR, SMITHSON: He has testified, Your Honor, that he is here, that 


he has control, custody and possession of these records, and under 28 US. 
Code , Section 1732, certification such as this makes it admissible. 
THE COURT: Are there any other reasons for your objection ? 
MR. BRENNAN: I still say, Your Honor, that he is not shown to be 
an officer of the United States Government. He may be a custodian , but the 
term “officer” has a particular definition within the United States service. 
THE COURT: Is there anything else? 
MR. BRENNAN: Other than I maintain that the man has been indicted 
upon making a voucher and the voucher is not being introduced. 
THE COURT: Objection overruled; it will be admitted. | 


* * * * * 


(Thereupon, Government's Exhibits Nos. 
1(1) through 1(52) heretofore marked for 
identification, were received in evidence.) 


BY MR. SMITHSON: | 
Q. Now, sir, in addition to the vouchers you have heretofore identified, 
| 
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have you brought in certain checks, thirteen in number -- I should say pur- 
suant to a subpoena? A. Yes, Sir. 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, may these likewise be marked 2(1) 
through (13)? 

THE COURT: They may be so marked. 

* * = * * 
THE COURT: When you get a chance you can mark the actual exhibits. 
THE DEPUTY CLERK: I am doing that now, Your Honor. 


(Thereupon, Certified Photostatic Copies 
of Checks were marked Government's 
Exhibits Nos. 2(1) through 2(13) , for 
identification. 


(The exhibits were shown to the defense counsel.) 
x * = * 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. I show you at this time, Mr. Kerns, Government's Exhibits 2(1) - 
(13). I will ask you to examine those and state what they are? 


(The witness examined the exhibits.) 

A. These are certified photostatic copies of the originals, the first thirteen 
of those thirteen checks now in the custody of the General Accounting Office. 

Q. Were those, sir, the checks which at that time the General Ac- 
counting Office kept custody of when they had been issued and returned? 

A. Yes, sir. 

MR. SMITHSON: The Government offers 2(1), through (13), Your 
Honor. 

MR. BRENNAN: Objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: The same reason heretofore stated? 

MR. BRENNAN: One of the things, it is 2 photostatic copy and second 
it is immaterial inasmuch as the defendant hasn't been charged or indicted 
for negotiating or obtaining money out of these checks, or by these checks. 
The third thing, there is no showing that this particular witness is the of- 
ficer in the charge of these particular, the originals of these particular 
photostats. 
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THE COURT: Objection overruled; they will be admitted. 

MR. BRENNAN: Your Honor, may I go one step further? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR, BRENNAN: There is a best evidence rule, which I haven't 
mentioned on this matter yet. There is no showing why the originals have 
not been produced in this courtroom. 

THE COURT: The newest objection overruled and they will be ad- 
mitted. 

MR. SMITHSON: Thank you. 


(Thereupon, Government's Exhibits Nos. 
2(1) through 2(13), heretofore marked for 
identification, were received in evidence.) 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Now, sir, in addition to those which you have heretofore been 
presented with a subpoena for, I will ask you if you brought in three addi- 
tional vouchers and checks? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. May I have them. 
(The documents were handed to Government counsel.) | 
Do you have the checks here, sir? A. Yes, sir. | 


Q. They are in here? A. There is one certificate on each voucher. 


* * * * * 
| 


MR. SMITHSON: May I have this, Your Honor, marked for identifica- 
tion, Government's Exhibits (1), 9(2) and 9(3), which purport to be vouchers; 
3(4), (5), (6), which are checks? May they be so marked when I ultimately 
give them to the Clerk? 

THE COURT: All right. 


(Thereupon, Certified Photostatic Copies 
of Vouchers, were marked|Government's 
Exhibits Nos. 3(1), 3(2) and 3(8), for iden- 
tification; and Certified Photostatic Copies 
of Checks were marked Government's Ex- 
hibits Nos. 3(4), (5) and 3(6), for identi- 
fication.) 


(The exhibits were shown to the defense counsel.) 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. I show you, sir, Government's Exhibits (1), (2) and (8). I will 
ask you to examine those and state what they are? A. Those are certified 
photostatie copies of three original vouchers in the custody of the General 
Accounting Office. 

Q. Do those vouchers relate to a Richard E. Spotts? A. They bear 
the name Richard E. Spotts, yes, sir. 

Q. And do they bear the name, sir, of Claude A. Taylor on them? 

A. Yes, they do. 

Q. All right, sir. And I will ask you if you brought those in certified 
pursuant to a subpoena? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. I show you, sir , Government's Exhibits 3(4), (5) and (6), and ask 
you to examine those and state what they are? A. Those are certified photo- 
static copies of the checks issued on the preceding vouchers. 

Q. All right, sir, and these likewise were brought in pursuant to 2 
subpoena? A. Yes, sir. 

MR. SMITHSON: The Government offers 3(1) through (6) , Your Honor. 

MR BRENNAN: I still maintain the objection as to the original re- 
cords. Further, Your Honor, I object. These are immaterial inasmuch as 
they do not relate to any particular count in the indictment. 

MR. SMITHSON: They relate, Your Honor, to the question of intent 
and knowledge on his part that such checks were issued, such vouchers were 
issued and checks , because they bear certain indorsements. 

THE COURT: How do they relate to the counts here? 

MR. SMITHSON: It goes, Your Honor, to the evidence. While of 
other instances, it is admissible on intent, motive, knowledge and purpose , 
and I have some authority for that if Your Honor cares to hear it. 

MR. BRENNAN: Your Honor -- 

‘ ‘THE COURT: Whom were these drawn for? 

MR. SMITHSON: One of the four names in the indictment, Your 
Honor, Spotts. 

THE COURT: At some different time? 
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MR, SMITHSON: At an earlier -- immediately preceding the cut- 
off by the normal statute, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: All right. I think they would be admissible. 

MR. BRENNAN: Your Honor, the defendant is indicted under Title 
18, section 287, I believe. | 

THE COURT: That is right. 

MR. BRENNAN: By allowing these to be introduced, they are prov- 
ing actually a scheme or plan to defraud somebody which he is not charged 
with. 

THE COURT: Wadl, they also prove predisposition. I will overrule 
the objection and admit them. 

MR, SMITHSON: Thank you, Your Honor. | 


(Thereupon, Government's Exhibits Nos. 
3(1) through 3(6), heretofore marked for 


identification, were received in evidence.) 
* *x 


RALPH R. ROBERTS 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR, SMITHSON: 
* * * * * 
Q. And Mr. Roberts, your position is what? A. I'm the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives. 
Q. And were you holding that position, Mr. Roberts, during the period 
1955, 1956 and 1957? A. I was. 
Q. Tell me, sir, do you know a person by the name of Claude A. 
Taylor? A. Ido. 
* * x * * 
MR. SMITHSON: May the record reflect the witness has identified 
the defendant, sir? 
THE COURT: The record will so show. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
¢ . During the period, sir, 1955, '56 and '57, what position did Mr. 
Taylor hold, if you know, at the House of Representatives? A. He was the 
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Superintendent of the House Folding Room. 

Q. And tell me, sir, is that under your authority or someone else's? 
A. It's not under my authority; it's under the Doorkeeper of the House of 
Representatives. 

Q. Would that be the person of Mr. William Miller? A. It would. 

Q. Tell me, sir, are you likewise the Disbursing Clerk for the House 
of Representatives? A. Iam. 

MR. SMITHSON: May I have the first batch of exhibits known as 
Government's 1(1) through (52). 

(The exhibits were handed to government counsel.) 

I will start with just a few, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. rll show you, Mr. Roberts, exhibits which have been marked, 
recieved in evidence, aS Government's Exhibits 1(1) through 1(52). On this 
particular document, which is 1(1) , I will ask you if this signature of Ralph 
R. Roberts is your signature, sir, or 2 replica of it? A. It's a replica of it. 

Q. All right, sir. The signature immediately above of Claude A. 
Taylor, whose signature is that? A. Well, I think it's Mr. Taylor's signature. 

Q. All right, sir. Do you approve or do you have people under your 
authority , sir, approve these vouchers for salary? A. Well, it's approved 
by the Superintendent of the Folding Room and by the Doorkeeper of the 
Folding Room before it comes to our office for payment. 

Q. That is the procedure, first by the Superintendent, and then the 
Doorkeeper before you approve it? A. That's right. 

Q. All right, sir. A. Here's the Doorkeeper’s signature, Mr. 
Taylor's signature, and then my signature. 

Q. All right, sir. 

* * s * * 

Q. Now, sir, I will ask if pursuant to a subpoena duces tecum you 
presented to me certain documents? A. I did, with the approval of the 
House of Representatives. 

Q. Yes, sir. 
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MR. SMITHSON: And by the way, Your Honor, so that it may be an 
official matter of record, there has been filed in this action the resolution 
approving this production. | 

THE COURT: I recall it and I signed the order pursuant |thereto. 


* * * * * | 


MR. BRENNAN: Your Honor, we have more photostatic copies. 
Now, the resolution that the House of Representatives passed allowed them 
to bring the original records down so far as Iam concerned. 
MR. SMITHSON: It does not call for the originals. You cannot pro- 
duce the originals. They always permit the photo copy. 
MR. BRENNAN: Your Honor, I think the Constitution states com- 
pulsory process. I will serve a subpeona and ask for the original records. 
THE COURT: They are certified copies. Well, is there any other 
objection to them ? 
MR. BRENNAN: Well, but I still object; it's immaterial, It has no 
relation, to show some plan or scheme. This would go to the crime charged. 
Your Honor, I would like to have a subpoena duces tecum issued for the 
original records. | 
THE COURT: I am not going to subpoena the original records. 
MR. BURKE: Your Honor, why don't they have the original records 
on any of these items? They don't seem to give any reason why 
they don't have. | 
THE COURT: What would the original records add for your purposes? 
MR, BRENNAN: Your Honor, one of the conclusions to things in 
Mr. Smithson's opening statement is they would show by handwriting. Even 
Mr. Roberts just now has not testified that is actually his signature on the 
vouchers, not on this particular exhibit before the Court. He said, "It's a 
replica of my signature." | 
MR. SMITHSON: The handwriting won't relate to Mr. Roberts; it 
will relate to the defendant. | 
THE COURT: Is there any other objection? 
MR. BRENNAN: No. 
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THE COURT: You are offering these ? 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: They will be admitted. 

= = = 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. I show you, Mr. Roberts, Government's Exhibits 4(1) - (4). I 
will ask you, sir, what are they? A. That's known as the Loyalty Affidavit. 

Q. And tell me, sir, is it an executed affidavit? A. It is. 

Q. And are there four executed affidavits there in the name of 
Bernice Fordham, John Day, Richard Spotts and Gloria Penner? A. That's 
right. 

MR. SMITHSON: I understand this is recieved in evidence, Your 
Honor? 

THE COURT: [ft is. 

MR. SMITHSON: May I have this marked for identification, Govern- 
ment's Exhibits 5(1) through (4). 

THE DEPUTY CLERE Government's Exhibits 5(1) through 5(4), 


(Thereupon , Withholding Income Tax 
Forms were marked Government's Ex- 
hibits Nos. 5(1) through 5(4), for iden- 
tification.) 
(The exhibits were shown to the defense counsel.) 


* * * * * 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. I show you, Mr. Roberts, Government's Exhibits 5(1) through 

5(4). I will ask you to examine those, sir, and state what they are? 
A. That's a form filed with each new employee. It's the withholding in- 
come tax. 

Q. All right, sir, do those four forms, sir, show that they were 
executed purportedly in the names Gloria Penner, Bernice Fordham, John 
Day and Richard Spotts? A. They do. 

MR. SMITHSON: The Government offers the Exhibits 5(1) through 


(4), Your Honor. 
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THE COURT: The same objection? 
MR, BRENNAN: Same objection. 
THE COURT: Same ruling, they will be admitted. 
* * * * * 
47 MR. SMITHSON: This will be Government's Exhibit 7(1) through 
the sheets, and there are several sheets. | 


(Thereupon, Documents referring to 

appointment of Claude A. Taylor as 

Superintendent of House Folding Room, 

were marked Government's Exhibits 

Nos. 7(1) through 7(20) , for identification.) 
(The exhibits were shown to the defense counsel.) 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Mr. Roberts, I would like to show you at this time Government's 
Exhibit 6(1), for identification, and Government's Exhibit 6(2) , 6(3), (4) and 
(5). I would ask you, sir, to examine them and state what they are. A. That's 
known as the W-2 Forms for withholding tax statements. | 
Q. In what name, sir? A. Richard E. Spotts. | 
Q. And tell me, sir, that purports to be a photostat, sir, of the 
employer's copy or the employee's copy? A. The employer's copy. 
Q. All right, sir. And that's the one which is mailed -- is that cor- 
rect? A, That's correct. 
Q. And does the latter half of that, sir, purport to show a photostat 
of the envelope in which it was received back? A, That's right. | 
Q. All right, sir. I will show you at this time, sir, Government's 
Exhibit 6(2), for identification. What is it? A. It's a W-2 Form for with- 
holding tax, income tax. 
Q. In what name? A. Under the name of John Day. 
Q. Does it likewise indicate, sir, by the lower photostat that it 


was returned as not at that address, or returned to the sender, the House 


of Representatives? A. It does. 
Q. All right, sir. I show you Government's Exhibit 6(3).. What is 
it? A. That's a W-2 Form for the employee, Bernice Fordham, 
Q. Employee, or employer, is it not, sir? A. Employer -- what 
do you mean? 
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Q. That's the copy you keep -- is that correct ? 

THE COURT: Well, the employer's form for the employee, Bernice, 
wasn't it? 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes, sir. 

THE WITNESS: The employee was Bernice Fordham. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. And that's the employer's copy, or your file copy -- is that cor- 
rect? A. That's right. 

Q. All right. I show you Government's Exhibit 6(4). What is it? 
A. That's a W-2 Form for income tax withholding for Gloria Penner. 

Q. Does that, sir, purport to be a copy of the employer or the em- 
ployee's copy? A. Employee's copy. 

Q. Does it show likewise a return, sir, to the sender as not at that 
address? A. It was returned as nd at that address. 

Q. I show, you, sir, Government's Exhibit 6(5). What are those ex- 
hibits? A. They are withholding tax statements sent to Richard E. Spotts 
and John Day and Gloria Penner. 

Q. All right, sir. 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, the Government offers 6(1) through (5). 

MR. BRENNAN: I have the same objection, Your Honor, and as to 
the Thermo-Fax copies I will object that they are not legible. 

THE COURT: Let me see the Thermo-Fax. 

(Handed to the Court.) 

MR. BRENNAN: Particularly as to the address which is a material 
part of it. 

THE COURT: I don't seem to have any trouble with the address. 

Are there any other objections ? 

MR. BRENNAN: Let me see. 

(The exhibit was handed to the defense counsel.) 

No, I have no other objection other than it's a copy, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. They will be admitted, 6(1) through 6(5). 

MR. BRENNAN: No, wait a moment. The ones as to showing the 
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return address of the envelope, or W-2, and the fact that this comes out of 
this particular envelope, I object to that, making up an exhibit of that nature. 

THE COURT: Let me see that one. You are referring to 6(1) at the 
moment ? | 

MR. BRENNAN: Yes. 

(Handed to the Court.) 

THE COURT: Objection overruled; it will be admitted. 


(Thereupon, Government's Exhibits Nos. 
6(1) through 6(5), heretofore |marked for 
identification, were received in evidence.) 


* * * * * 
BY MR, SMITHSON: | 
Q. I show you, Mr. Roberts, Government's Exhibit 7(1) through 7(20) 
and ask you to examine those, sir, and state what they are? A. That's 
the appointment of Glaude A. Taylor as Superintendent of the Folding Room of 
the House of Representatives. | 


Q. Effective when, sir? A, January the 7th, 1955. | 


Q. All right, sir, and his replacement for vice his position occurred 
when? A. The fifth month, fifth day of '59. 
Q. May 5,1959? A. That's right. 
Q. Tell me, sir, do you know the present Supe rintendent of the House 
Folding Room, Mr. Bajailis? A. Ido. 
Q. And is it indicated on these forms, sir, that he is the replacement 
of the defendant as of that date on this card here, particularly?) A, That in- 
dicates that Mr. Bajailis took Mr. Taylor's position. 
Q. All right, sir. 
MR. SMITHSON: The Government offers the Exhibits known as U1) 
through (20), Your Honor. 
MR. BRENNAN: Well, I have my standing objection to this being a 
copy, Your Honor. Also as to the particular time sheets for these exhibits 
marked "Individual Pay Card," on some of them the figures are either 
struck over or changed. 
THE COURT: Let me see them? 
(Handed to the Court.) 
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MR. BRENNAN: The other thing is the term “card,” that apparently 
to me is a tabulator sheet of some sort. The basic card would be of another 
form. 

THE COURT: Well, now, let's see, these relate of course to the 
defendant, do they not? 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes, Your Honor. They prove that the defendant 
was working during the time that the Government alleges in the indictment 
that these actions were taken by him. It's to prove his status in fact as the 
Saperintendent of the House Folding Room, that he so chose to act in such 
capacity while this indictment period was pending. 

THE COURT: Well, then the fact that somewhere along here some- 
thing was erased and a figure or something written over it. What pertinency 
does that in effect have? None as far as Ican see. The objection is over- 
ruled. It will be admitted. 

MR. SMITHSON: Thank you. 

(Thereupon, Government's Exhibits Nos. 


7(1) through 7(20) , heretofore marked for 
identification, were received in evidence.) 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. I show you, sir, Government's Exhibit 8(1) through 8(8). For the 
record, Mr. Roberts, what are these, sir? A. Salary records. 

Q. Of what individuals, do you know? A. Gloria Penner, Richard 
E. Spotts, John Day and Bernice Fordham. 

Q. All right, sir. 

MR. SMITHSON: The Government offers these, Your Honor. This 
is Exhibit 8(1) through (8) for the relevant period of the indictment. 

MR. BRENNAN: Objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: On the same grounds? 

MR. BRENNAN: The same grounds. 

THE COURT: Objection overruled; they will be admitted. 

MR. SMITHSON: Thank you. 


(Thereupon, Government's Exhibits Nos. 
8(1) through 8(8), heretofore marked for 
identification, were received in evidence.) 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Mr. Roberts, I would like to ask you this. I will ask you, sir, if 
to your knowledge as the Clerk of the House of Representatives you have 
affixed your signature, or your certification to certain documents to be pro- 
duced by one William Miller? A. I'm the certifying officer of the House of 
Representatives and that's true. 
Q. All right, sir, and to your knowledge do you know he has such 
documents here that you have certified? A. Certain documents, yes. 
* * * * * 
Q. I will ask you, sir, if that's your signature and did you so certify 
those records as part of the records of the Doorkeeper of the Beane 
A. These are the official time sheets of the Folding Room and the Door- 
keeper's Department. 
Q. All right, sir. 
THE COURT: Let's just put an identification number on that, say 
MR. SMITHSON: It's already been so marked, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: It has? 
MR. SMITHSON: Yes. 
THE COURT: Well, good; you are a step ahead of me. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. I show you 10, sir. I will ask you if you likewise certified those ? 
A. That's my signature and I certified. 
Q. Eleven and twelve, sir, for identification, did you likewise certify 
those? A. I did. | 
Q. All right, sir -- and 12? A. I certified to 12 also. | 
Q. Now, I will ask you Mr, -- | 
MR. SMITHSON: Maybe, Your Honor, I can cover this so he will 
not have to come back tomorrow. | 
THE COURT: Well, I think that would be desirable. 
BY MR, SMITHSON: 
Q. I will ask you, Mr. Roberts, if on Friday afternoon you were 
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acquainted with the fact that certain work papers that go with the monthly 
report of salaries were found at the House of Representatives ? A. Iwas. 

Q. And do you know, sir, that such papers have been prepared for 
copy and are waiting the service of a subpeona duces tecum on you? A, They 
are being prepared, but -- 

MR. BRENNAN: I object to this, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Why? 

MR. BRENNAN: Because it's in futuro. I mean there's nothing -- 
he is testifying perhaps under oath. 

THE COURT: Well, he is testifying under oath as to what is being 
done, presumably under or partially under his direction. The effort is 
simply to save getting the Clerk of the House back here unnecessarily if 
we can avoid it. I imagine they are rather busy up there at this time of 
the year. 

MR. BRENNAN: Your Honor, so far as records are concerned 
there is a way provided in the Criminal Rules of Federal Procedure to 
introduce them, and you don't introduce them from the mouth of a witness. 
He doesn’t tender the affidavit or that he has custody and that the search is 

being duly made and duly completed. 

MR. SMITHSON: Mr. Brennan has missed my point, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes, I think he has. 

MR. BRENNAN: I may be missing his objection, but I'm not miss - 
ing my own. ; 

THE COURT: Well, your objection is to eventually keep them out, 
but they haven't been offered yet, so I will overrule your objection to the 
question. Now, whether this is going to be sufficient, I don't know, but you 
may go ahead, Mr. Smithson. 

x * 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Tell me, sir, do you know a2 Mr. McGill? A. I do. 

Q. And what capacity does he serve in under you? A. He's my 
administrative assistant. 

Q. Have you given him any instructions as of this date as to certain 
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things to be done with regard to these newly discovered records? A. I 
told him to prepare these work sheets the same as we did these other papers. 
Q. All right, sir, to prepare them for certification? A. That's right. 
Q. And do you propose, sir, if a subpeona is served upon you to so 
certify them? A. That's my intention. | 
* * * * * 
CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR, BRENNAN: 
* * * * * 
Q. But look at the pay voucher there, Mr. Roberts. A.| Well, I find 
that the pay voucher was signed by Mr. Richard E. Spotts, approved by Mr. 
William M. Miller, signed by Claude A. Taylor, and my signature appears 
in the lower left-hand corner, and also Mr. Burleson, the Chairman of the 
House Administration Committee in the right-hand corner. 


Q. And you are able to identify that voucher even though it's a 
photostat? A. Absolutely. 


Q. Now, turn it over on the back. Now, on the original vouchers, 
is there anything on the back of them? A. No. 
Q. You've seen these vouchers many times, have you not? 
A. Certainly. 
Q. Now, on the original form of the voucher there is nothing printed 
on the back of them? A. Well, they come in two, in sets of two. We keep 
the -- we keep the copy and the original goes to the General Accounting Of- 
fice, but my understanding was there was nothing on the back.) It's in a set 
of two, like the first one would go to the General Accounting Office, and the 
second one would be kept in the Disbursing Office. | 
Q. And would you have the second copy in the Disbursing Office? 
A. Not like that, but it would have the name and the amount, but it wouldn't 
be in full; it wouldn't have all those indorsements on it. | 
Q. Sir -- A. (Interposing) Better change that to signatures in- 
stead of indorsements. | 
Q. Sir, from October 1955 up to date have you signed each and every 
voucher that originated in the House Document Room? A, The House -- 


46 


Q. The House Folding Room of the House of Representatives ? 
A. I have. 

Q. I show you Government Exhibit marked No. 1(1), and ask you to 
look at your signature on the pay voucher. Now, after your signature there 
are some initials. Did that have any significance to you? A. It looks to 
me as if the initials are "M.D." That means that was rubber-stamped by 
Mike Dagan, Assistant in the Disbursing Office. 

Q. So is that or is that not your signature? A. Well, it's what the 
interpretation is you put on a rubber stamp, whether it's your signature or 
not. I claim it is. 

BY THE COURT: 

a. Is it a facsimile of your signature? A. It is. 

Q. Put on there with your authority? A. Put on this particular 
voucher with my authority? 

Q. Yes. A. Well, there were hundreds and hundreds of similar 
vouchers. 

Q. Well, "M.D.”, who is that? A. The man's name was Mike Dugan. 


He was an assistant in the Disbursing Office. 


Q. And he has authority to put your facsimile signature on vouchers ? 

A. On routine matters, yes. 
BY MR. BRENNAN: 

Q. Sir, from those photostats, or these photostats 've shown you, 
‘ean you tell whether or not the signatures that you have identified as being 
Miller's and Taylor’s and the others, whether or not they were affixed by 
the person or by a rubber stamp? A. Ican't tell that. 

Q. So in fact you do not know whether or not those are the signatures 
of the persons whose names are spelled out there? A. You mean Taylor 
and Miller? Well, P've seen them hundreds and hundreds of times and in my 
best judgment, knowledge and judgment, they are the signatures of Mr. 
Miller and Mr. Taylor. 

Q. Affixed with a rubber stamp or by pen and ink, or by pencil? 

A. I didn't say that. I don't say whether it is a rubber stamp or an original. 
I can't tell from this photostat. 
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Q. Sir, what color is the original voucher? A. Blue. Now, let me 
make an explanation. Four or five years ago they departed from this pro- 
cedure and since then they've been submitting omnibus vouchers for work- 
ers in the Folding Room which contain fifty or a hundred names. 

Q. Well, sir, I show you Government Exhibit marked No. 1(1) again, 
and ask you to look at the signature of Gloria Penner there and note the 
initial behind it, and tell me whether or not you can identify that initial? 

A. That initial has nothing to do with that signature. | 

Q. I asked you can you identify that initial, sir. A. Itlis my belief 
that that's the initial of Mr. Mike Dugan, but that has regard to those figures 
not to the signature. 

Q. But it is placed after the signature of Gloria Penner? A. It's 
right under the figures to see that those figures were correct , that they 
were added up correctly. 


* * * * z 


Q. Well, by statute are you not required to sign each and every 


Individual Pay Voucher that goes through the House of Representatives ? 
A. Iam. 


Q. Is there any provision for using a rubber stamp? A. Well, as 
I said awhile ago, it's just a matter of construction whether the rubber 
stamp is the same as your signature. I have to sign my name five or six 
hundred times a day lots of times. Ican't -- a rubber stamp|comes in 
mighty handy. 

Q. Wouldn't that be true of Mr. Miller and Mr. Taylor when they 
were working there? A. Well, toa certain extent. 

* * x * * 

Q. Mr. Roberts, when you see these pay vouchers, is Mr. Miller's 

signature and Mr. Taylor's signature affixed before yours? A. Always. 


= s * * S 


Washington, D. C., 
Tuesday, May 9, 1961. 


* * * * 


WILLIAM M. MILLER 
= * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
= * = * * 

Q. And you are the Doorkeeper of the House of Representatives ? 
A. That's correct, sir. 

Q. And were you in that capacity, Mr. Miller ,in January of 1955, 
and have you continued in that capacity? A. That's correct, sir. 

Q. Do you know a person by the name of Claude A. Taylor? A. I 
do, sir. 

= * x * * 

MR. SMITHSON: May the record indicate he has identified the de- 
fendant? It's a type of twist tie, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: The record will so indicate. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Tell me, sir, do you know what, if any, capacity Mr. Taylor had 
in the House of Representatives in 1955? A. Mr. Taylor was the Superin- 
tendent of the House Folding Room. 

Q. Was he, sir, under your jurisdiction, so to speak? A. Yes, sir, 
that is under the jurisdiction of the Doorkeeper of the House of Representatives. 

Q. Tell me, as the Superintendent, sir, as of 1955, to your knowledge 
what authority did the defendant have to hire hourly or rate employees ? 

A. To the best of my knowledge, sir, he had no jurisdiction whatsoever un- 
less it was given to him by the Patronage Committee. 

Q. A right. Now, tell me, sir, how would hourly rate employees 
be paid who worked for the Folding Room of the House of Representatives ? 
A. By voucher. 

Q. I would like to show you a file marked for identification as Gov- 
ernment's Exhibit 9-A, under certificate, and contains certain records. 
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What are these, sir. A. It's marked "Folding Room Daily Time Sheet." 

Q. And tell me, sir, are those records which are kept within the 
control of your office? A. These are kept over in the House Folding Room 
under the supervision of the Superintendent of the House Folding Room. 

Q. Do you have supervision over the Superintendent of the House 
Folding Room? A. That's correct, sir. | 


| 
* * * * * 


Q. I will ask you, sir, to look at this certificate here and the signa- 
ture thereon, and I will ask you if you recognize that signature? A. That's 
the name of Ralph R. Roberts, Clerk, U. S. House of Representatives. 

Q. Do you recognize the signature? A. I do, sir. 

Q. All right. 

MR. SMITHSON: The Government offers 9-A, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Is there any objection? | 

MR. BRENNAN: Your Honor, I still have the cbjection of it being 
a photostat. Further, I believe on one of those the year 1955 is cut off on 
some of these topsheets. No, it's not that particular one, but still as to 
the best evidence and photostatic copies. | 

THE COURT: The objection is overruled; it will be admitted. 

* * * * * | 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. I show you, sir, Government's Exhibit 9-B, and I will ask you, 
sir, if this exhibit is the same type as you have heretofore described for 

the period of 1956? A. That's correct, sir. 

Q. The other one was for 1955? A. That's what the record shows, 
yes, sir. | 

Q. I will ask you if you likewise identify the signature of Ralph R. 
Roberts on the certification? A, Same signature, yes, sir. | 

Q. And you do so recognize it? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Tell me, sir, you have produced under the subpoena the records 
of the Daily Time Sheets for 1955 and 1956. Was effort made to locate 
those for 1957? A. Locate -- 
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Q. The time records? A. I think they are being prepared at this 
time to be awaiting certification. 

Q. Well, now, sir, I mean the daily time records like this. Did you 
see any of those? A. No, sir, I never have, sir. 

MR. SMITHSON: I might say, Your Honor, that the subpoena speaks 
for itself. It calls for them and these were all that were produced. The 
Government offers 9-B. 

THE COURT: It will be admitted subject to the same objection the 
defendant made for 9-A. 

= = = * * 

MR. SMITHSON: And there is n0 subdivision of this, Your Honor. 
This is 10 alone. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Iwill ask you, Mr. Miller, what are these documents? A. It's 
headed "Hourly Rate Employees, U.S. House of Representatives Folding Room 
Time Report.” It gives the name and the date. 

Q. All right, sir. A. Signed by the Supervisor. 

@. And the Supervisor? A. Noel Meadows, Supervisor. 

Q. That is January, 1957? A. Yes, sir. 

Q@. Back here, sir, are there any signatures on the supervisors on 
these? A. Not the one I'm looking at now, no, sir. 

Q. Have these been produced, sir, similarly under the subpoena 
duces tecum? A. That's correct. 

Q. I show you the certificate. Do you recognize the signature thereon, 
sir? A. Same signature by the same gentleman, The Honorable Ralph R. 

Roberts, Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives. 

Q. And this is likewise 2 record of the Folding Room which is under 
your jurisdiction? A. That's correct, sir. 

Q. All right. 

MR. SMITHSON: The Government offers 10, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: The same objection? 

MR. BRENNAN: Yes. 
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THE COURT: The same ruling; they will be admitted. 


(Thereupon, Government's it No. 10, 
heretofore marked for identification, was 
received in evidence.) 


BY MR, SMITHSON: | 

Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 11, for identification, and 
ask you to examine this, sir, and state what itis? A. It's the Folding Room 
payroll for September 1958? | 

Q. All right, sir. That one? A. This is Folding Room payroll, 
U.S. House of Representatives, September '57. There's one of |April '58, 
June of 1956. 

Q. Have these been produced, sir, pursuant to the subpoena duces 
tecum? A. The same procedure, yes, sir. 

Q. Likewise under the seal of Ralph R. Roberts, the Clerk of the 
House? A. Yes, sir, the same signature of the same gentleman. 

Q. And represents the records of the payroll for the Folding Room -- 


is that correct? A. That's correct, sir. 
MR. SMITHSON: The Government offers 11, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: Same objection? 
MR, BRENNAN: Yes. 


THE COURT: Same ruling; it will be admitted. | 


(Thereupon, Government's Exhibit No. 
11, was received in evidence.) 


BY MR, SMITHSON: 
Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 12. What is it? A. It shows 
the names of the people employed at the Folding Room. 
Q. Is this an index, sir, to the volume? A. It appearsjto be, yes, sir. 
Q. I show you back here, sir, the latter pages of this particular vol- 
ume, and I will ask you what these are? A. That's the name of the person 
working, showing whether they are rate work or piece work and the number 
of hours worked, amounts paid. | 
Q. All right, sir. Particularly, sir, on page 235, do you find the name 
of Richard Spotts? A. That's what the record so shows. 


MR. BRENNAN: Your Honor, those records will speak for themselves. 
THE COURT: Well, I think they will, Mr. Smithson. 
= = * * * 
87 MR. SMITHSON: Al right, that's all I have on those. I will offer 
those records , Your Honor. 
THE COURT: Same objection; same ruling; they will be admitted. 


(Thereupon, Government's Exhibit No. 
12, was received in evidence.) 


MR. SMITHSON: May I have the Exhibits 1(1) through (52) ? 
(The exhibits were handed to Government counsel.) 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. I want to show you what has been received in evidence, Mr. Miller, 
as the vouchers of the House of Representatives Folding Room. Particularly 
am I showing you 1(1), which is 2 voucher known as 10331 for a Gloria Penner, 
and it relates to the date of April 2 to April 30,1956. I will ask you, sir, if 
you recognize the signature which I am pointing to here? A. That's the 
signature of the Doorkeeper, House of Representatives, at that time , who is 
still now the Doorkeeper. 

Q. And that is your signature? A. William M. Miller, yes, sir. 

Q. Now, sir, I show you this signature here. Do you recognize that 
signature? A. The Superintendent of the House Folding Room at that time, 
Mr. Claude A. Taylor. 

Q. Now, tell me, sir, when you received these and put your signature, 
William M. Miller, on there, did you use a stamp for your signature? A. I wv 
did not, sir. 

Q. Tell me, sir, on the original of these documents did Taylor have 
2 stamped signature on there? A. They were written in ink. 

Q. They were written in ink? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Let me ask you this, sir, When you received it to put your signa- 
ture on, had it been signed by anyone else when you received it? A. They 
had always come to my desk for signature prior to payment, properly filled 
out. 


Q. Particularly, sir, the signature of Claude A. Taylor -- A. Yes, 


sir. 
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Q. (Continuing) -- would that be on there or not at the time you 
signed it? A. It would have to be there or else I couldn't accept it. 

Q. All right, sir. Now, when you accepted it, sir, and signed it, 
what happened to these vouchers then? A. They were sent across the hall 
to the Disbursing Office for payment. | 

Q. Would that be into the jurisdiction of a Mr. Harper? A. Mr. 
Harper wasn't there at the time but he is now. 

Q. That's what I mean, now? A. Yes, sir, that's correct, sir. 

Q. Now, tell me, sir, do you of your own knowledge -- directing 
your attention to these vpuchers, on the column to the right, sir, where it 
says gross total, that information is all typed in; underneath it withholding 
tax and net amount due, and that is written in, hand-written. Would those 
hand-written figures be on there, sir, at the time you approved it or not, 
if you know? A. They would not be. | 

Q. All right. Who would put that on, if you know? A. ‘Someone in 


the Disbursing Office. | 


Q. All right. To your recollection, sir, did you ever see a typed -- 
strike that.. Did you ever see a signature on a payroll voucher from the de- 
fendant Claude A. Taylor that used a rubber stamp instrument|instead of 
handwriting? A. To the best of my knowledge, no, sir. 

Q. Now, sir, there was served on the House of Representatives last 
night a subpoena duces tecum for certain records. Has the certification been 

completed yet, sir? A. They are working on that this morning. The 
work was done this past weekend, and they had to go through abd certify them 
awaiting the signature of the Clerk, House of Representatives , The Honorable 
Ralph R. Roberts. | 

Q. All right. Had that been done when you left? A. No, it was in 
progress at the time. That's why I was right here at the nick of time this 
morning. 

Q. And tell me this, sir. That work was done under your super- 


vision, the assembling of that under that subpoena? A. Yes. | 


* * * * * 
| 
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"CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. BRENNAN: 
= x = x * 

Q. Iwill show you Government Exhibit marked No. 1(1), and ask 
you to direct your attention to the signatures thereon. A. Payee -- Payee 
is Gloria Penner. 

Q. The signature of William Miller, is that yours? A. That's cor- 
rect, sir. 

Q. You are reading from 2 photostatic copy now? A. That's cor- 
rect, sir. 


Q. Do you recognize any of the other signatures thereon? A. Mr. 


Clande Taylor, the Superintendent; ‘Mr. Roberts, the Clerk of the House; 
Mr, Omar Burleson, the Chairman, Committee onHouse Administration. 

Q. Now, can you tell in what order the signatures were put on that 
instrument? A. To the best of my know edge, through the routine of 
operations, the name Gloria Penner would appear first; then the Superin- 
tendent of the Folding Room, at which time those vouchers would come to 

my desk for signature. I would then sign them, reassemble them, 
have them delivered to the Disbursing Office for payment. They would 
then go to the Clerk of the House for signature, from there to the Commit- 
tee on House Administration for Mr. Burleson's signature, who is Chair- 
man of the House Administration Committee. 

Q. Now, during 1955, did you sign all of the vouchers? A. All 
that pertained to the Folding Room, yes, Sir. 

Q. Now, during the year 1955, did you ever have occasion to be 
away from Washington on a weekend or around the end of the month? 
A. Not that I recall at this time. 

Q. Do you know whether Mr. Burleson was ever out of town when 
those vouchers were to be signed? A. Not that I know of. 

MR. SMITHSON: Objection, Your Honor, how could he know? 

THE COURT: If he knows, he knows; if he doesn't, he doesn't. 

BY MR. BRENNAN: 
Q. Iwill show you Government Exhibit marked No. 1(19) and ask 
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you to look at the signatures on the photostatic voucher. What Bignatures 
do you find thereon? A. Payee, John Day; Superintendent Claude A. Taylor; 
the Clerk of the House, Ralph R. Roberts; Chairman of i Commit- 
tee on House Administration, Mr. Omar Burleson. | 
Q. Do you find your own signature on there, sir? A. The name 
does not appear at this time, no, sir. 
Q. Do you know whether or not your name appeared on ‘the original? 
A. Idon't know, sir. | 
Q. To your knowledge, that is a valid payroll voucher of the House 
of Representatives? A. To the best of my knowledge, yes, sir. 
Q. And it does not have your signature on it? A. It doesn't show 
at this time, no, sir. | 
Q. Is it not a fact that the procedures of the countersigning of these 
vouchers with your signature is necessary in order to cash one of these, to 
have a check issue against it? A. That's the procedure, yes. 
Q. Now, sir, in July 1956, did you go to the Democratic Convention? 


A. I don't know what time it was in July, but if there was a Democratic 
Convention I went, yes, sir. 
Q. Has there ever been an occasion for you to sign these vouchers 


before they were signed by the other parties? A. Not to the best of my 
knowledge. 


* * * 


EDITH H. WETHERBY 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * * * 

Q. All right. Is the firm of Aaron Realty Corporation known to 
you? A. Yes, it is. I am President of the corporation. 

Q. You are President of the corporation? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And I'll ask you if pursuant to a subpoena duces tecum you have 
brought with you a deed, a second deed of trust, on a piece of property at 
8610 Jones Mill Road, Chevy Chase, Maryland, signed by one Claude Ander- 
son Taylor? A. Yes. | 


Q. May I have it? 
= = x = * 

Q. Now, for the record, Miss Wetherby, will you describe what 
Exhibit 18 is? What is this? A. This is a second deed of trust that Mr. 
Taylor brought into the office in order for us to get a legal description to 
put a second deed of trust on this property. 

Q. And do you see that Mr. Taylor present here? A. I certainly 
do, yes, Sir. 

Q. Where is he now? A. He's sitting right over there. 

Q. And of the three men at that table, which is he? A. He is the 
first one right there , you know, the first on my right. 

Q. The first on your rigt? A. Yes. 

MR. SMITHSON: May the record reflect the witness has identified 
the defendant, Your Wonor ? 

THE COURT: The record will so show. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Do you see on this document certain signatures, particularly 

that of a Claude Taylor? A. Yes, Ido. 


Q. And were there signatures on there when you received this docu- 
ment? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And has this document been in your possession since then ?, 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Ali right. 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor , the Government would offer the docu- 
ment. 


* * * * * 


MR. SMITHSON: The Government will offer 13, Your Honor, and 
will substitute a photostat of it as containing the signature, known signature , 
of the defendant Claude Taylor. 

MR. BRENNAN: Objection , Your Honor, as to materiality for one 
thing sure. 

THE COURT: Well, again I don't know the materiality of this, but 


57 


I will admit it subject to striking it if it should later be shown that 


it isn't material. 


is material. 


THE COURT: I will let you do it in due course. 
MR. SMITHSON: All right, sir. 
THE COURT: Now, do you have any objection to substituting 2 

substituting 


photostat therefor, Mr. Brennan? Do you have any objection to 
a photostat of the deed for the deed? 
MR. BRENNAN: Apparently -- it has the appearance of 
record, Your Honor. Other than it being material, I can't see - 
foundation for an objection. 
THE COURT: It is simply a question of substituting the 


and letting this witness have the original back. Unless there is 


tion, I will permit the Government to do that. 


MR, SMITHSON: Should Your Honor desire, I will tell you why it 
| 


an original 
+ I have no 


MR. BRENNAN: I will tell you this, Your Honor. Presumably the 


signature "Claude A. Taylor" is the standard of comparison. I 
keep it here. 


would rather 


THE COURT: Ali right, in that event I think we better keep it. 


* * * * * | 


CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. BRENNAN: | 

Q. Has that been in your custody all the time? A. No. 

THE COURT: You are going to get right back into what 
cluding. If you want to do it, it's all right. 


I was ex- 


MR. BRENNAN: It seems to me she said FBI. I would like toknow 


if the FBI -- | 
THE COURT: If you want to bring it out, you may do 80. 

BY MR, BRENNAN: 
Q. Did the FBI have possession of this? A. Yes, sir, 


Q. How long did they have possession? A. Well, I really can't say 


but it was quite some time. 
*x * x * 
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JOSEPH ELLIS 
= x x 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR, SMITHSON: 
x = x x x 

Q. And your employment is what? A. Iam a Special Agent of the 
United States Secret Service, Treasury Department. 

Q. And you have held that position for how long, Mr, Ellis? 

A. Twenty-four years, with the exception of four years in the Army in 
Worid War IL. 

Q. All right, sir. Now, I will ask you if pursuant to a certain sub- 
poena you have brought with you the originals of certain Treasury checks, 
as well as certified copies? A. I have, sir. 

Q. May I have them? 

(The checks were handed to Government counsel.) 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, this would be Exhibit 14, and if in the 

116 numbering of them if they could go 14(1) through (39), they would be 
identifiable and they can be identified from the worksheet which I gave to 
the Clerk yesterday, which showed which came from General Accounting 
and which from Treasury. 

THE COURT: Well, now you have thirty-nine of fifty-two checks ? 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes, sir. You remember the others came in yes- 
terday from General Accounting Office. That was thirteen of those. 

THE COURT: The original checks ? 

MR. SMITHSON: No, sir, the photostatic copies. 

THE COURT: What you have now are original checks? 

MR. SMITHSON: What the Treasury has brought in as the originals 
with the photostatic copies which I will mark. 

THE COURT: The originals, how many are there? 

MR. SMITHSON: There are thirty-nine. 

THE COURT: Where are the other thirteen originals? 

MR. SMITHSON: The other thirteen, Your Honor, are only produced, 
the photostatic copies, because General Accounting produces photostatic 
copies. They have the originals. 
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THE COURT: It seems to me that in this type of case the original 
checks might become important. 

MR. SMITHSON: Well, the General Accounting, Your Honor, and 
under the statute, they only produce certified copies, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: They can produce the original checks if we ask them 
to, can't they? | 

MR. SMITHSON: I know they have been extremely reluctant , and 
have in fact refused in certain instances, Your Honor, because the statute 
provides that they only have to produce the certified copies. 

THE COURT: Well, if the question of signatures and indorsements 
becomes important, it seems to me that the defendant is entitled to examine 
the original checks. In the normal case perhaps the original check isn’t 
necessary; I don't know, but I would think that if you are going to try to prove 
anything by handwriting experts or whatnot, to that extent we ought to have 
the original checks. | 

MR, SMITHSON: I will contact them, Your Honor, and express to 
the Court exactly what their position is, but I do invite the Court's attention 
to the fact that by statute they only have to bring in the certified copies. 

MR. BRENNAN: May it please the Court, I move to take the jury 
on a showing and show them the originals, both the checks and the vouchers. 

THE COURT: There are certain purposes for which a photostat is 
just as good as the original. There are other purposes for which it is not. 
Now, I don't know how this thing is going to develop or what you are going 
to show, if anything, by handwriting experts, but if it becomes important, 

and if I feel that the defendant is being prejudiced by not having the 
original of any check, then we will have to act on that particular count de- 
pending on what the circumstances are. 

* * * x s 

THE COURT: Now, you are offering at this time thirty-nine of the -- 

MR, SMITHSON: Thirty-nine photostatic copies of the| checks. I 
propose to return these originals, because they are in the custody of the 
Secret Service Agent. Now, if they become material, we will bring them 
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back, but these are for the purpose of the record; meet the statute and com- 
ply with the rules. , 

THE COURT: All right. Now subject to what I have said about the 
original checks, do you have any objection to these photostats ? 

MR. BRENNAN: Certainly I have objection to the photostats, Your 
Honor. The original checks are here. , 

THE COURT: If you want to examine the original checks, if you 
want to use the original checks for any proper purpose, we will get them 
back. 

MR. BRENNAN: In fact, I will move that all of the checks -- I mean 
I have objection. They are all immaterial. This defendant is not alleged to 
have taken money. 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, I think that's the type of an argument 

which requires an answer from me, but which would be inappropriate 
in front of this jury, and I object to that type of argument. 

THE COURT: In any event I will admit the photostats of the checks 
at the present time. 

MR. SMITHSON: Thank you, Your Honor. May they then be marked, 
Your Honor, as Exhibit 14(1) through (39), once they have been identified 
by the witness? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. I show you then, sir, for the record, what has been, or what will 
be marked for identification Government Exhibits 14(1) through (39). For 
the record, describe these, if you will, Mr. Ellis? A. These are checks 
payable to John Day, Bernice Fordham, and Gloria Penner, all of them 
marked by the Treasury official Al, A2, A3, and so on, and certified to be 
copies of the originals, which are on file in the Treasury Department at 
that time and are now in my custody. 

* * * * * 
A. These are checks drawn on the Treasurer of the United States at 
Washington, D. C., drawn to the account of Ralph R. Roberts, Clerk of the 
House of Representatives, over symbol 6196. These are what are known 
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as buff checks in contradistinction to the usual type of bluish-green 
check which is issued for large accounts. These buff checks are issued by 
the Treasury Department to small accounts where the Disbursing Officer 
or the clerk or the agent cashier does not have occasion to issue a large 
amount of checks. These checks are not perforated at the time that they 
are issued by the Disbursing Officer, and if they clear through the Federal 
Reserve System throughout the States, the Federal Reserve Bank then cuts 
the perforation on the checks. 

All of these checks, however, were cashed in the Washington area, 
and they all cleared through the National Bank of Washington into the D.C. 
Clearing House and directly into the Treasurer of the United States. There 
at the Check Payment and Reconciliation Branch the symbol is run at periodic 
intervals and the Check Payment Branch cuts the perforations in the checks 
for use in the electronic equipment. These checks then are reconciled 
against the accounts of the Disbursing Officer, in this case Mr! Roberts, 
who also furnishes 2 check list to the Treasurer's Office for rechecking 
against the checks which are received in order to determine if any of the 
checks are still outstanding. The checks are then paid by the Treasurer 
of the United States, and you will note that in each of the original checks 
you find a number at the top of the check. That is called the "Check File 
Locator Number" which indicates that the check has gone through the pay- 

ing process in the Office of the Treasurer of the United States; 
has cleared through, and then goes on file. It used to be with the General 
Accounting Office, but now they go on file with the General Services Ad- 
ministration where they are kept ad infinitum. | 

Q. Sir, there are certain numbers such as Al here, which is ap- 
parently written in. What is that number, sir. A. That is the! number that 
was written in by Miss Lucille Henderson, the Chief of the Document Dis- 
tribution Unit, to identify the various checks under certification. 

Now, for instance, in the case of Bernice Fordham, here is check 
Al -- you will notice that is original check 1,061; this is 1,061. Under 
certification that has been marked Al, which is to conform with the cer- 
tification accompanying the checks. 
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Q. Now, on those photostatic copies, do they reflect that control 
number you heretofore indicated, which on 1061 is 4220805 -- A. Eight 
three? 

Q. Eight one. A. Bight one -- yes, in each case the photostatic copy 
reproduces the number with, I believe, sufficient clarity that they can be read. 

Q. And do the exhibits, sir, also have the back duplicated which shows 

any and all indorsements? A. They do, sir. 

MR. SMITHSON: The Government offers the exhibits known as 14, 
series (1) through (39), Your Honor. 

THE COURT: They will be admitted. 

Let me see one of them. Let me see the original checks. 


the photostatic copies of 
were marked Govern- 
ment's Exhibits Nos. 14(1) through 14(39), 
for identification, and were received in 
evidence.) 


MR. SMITHSON: With the tender of the exhibit, that's all I have of 
the witness. 


THE COURT: Are there any questions ? 

MR. BRENNAN: I have objection, of course, a5 to using the copies. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. BRENNAN: 
* *s * * * 

THE WITNESS: I never went to see Mr. Taylor. Mr. Taylor visited 
me at my office on March 24,1 believe, 1960. I held a telephone conversa- 
tion with Mr. Taylor the day before. He was at his residence; I was at my 
office. He stated that he had received -- 

THE COURT: Wait a minute, they haven't asked you what he stated; 
they simply asked you did you see him. 

BY MR. BRENNAN: 

Q. So Mr. Taylor came to your office -- is that correct? A. That 

is correct, sir. 
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Q. Was there anyone with him when he came? A. Yes,|sir, there 
was a gentleman by the name of Howard, a Mr. William Howard, I believe, 
who was identified to me as his political agent. 

Q. While they were there, did you have those checks? While Mr. 
Howard and Mr. Taylor were in your office, were those checks there? 

A. No, they were not. 

Q. Where were they at that time? A. At that time they were on file, 
I presume in the General Services Administration, because they| had been 
paid by Treasury, and the checks were not requested by the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation until some period after my conversation with Mr. Taylor. 

Q. Did you talk to Mr. Taylor prior to seeking those checks out ? 

A. I never sought these checks out, sir. 

Q. Well, at the time that you were talking with Mr. Taylor, did you 
have occasion to ask or talk to him about those checks? A. Not about these 
thirty-nine checks, no, sir. 

Q. But at the time that you were talking with Mr. Taylor did you have 
some other checks? A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. Were those Treasury Department checks? A. Yes, sir, they were. 

Q. And were they in the custody of the Treasury Department? A, They 
were in my possession at the time, yes, sir. | 

Q. And were they in your possession from the files of the Treasury 
Department? A. No, they were in my possession from the General Account- 
ing Office, who released the checks to me upon a receipt. 

Q. And they were the original checks? A. That is correct, sir. 

Q. The General Accounting Office let you have the original checks? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And what caused you to have the checks from the GAO? 

THE COURT: Which checks are you talking about? 

MR. BRENNAN: The checks he had in his office at the time Mr. 
Taylor went there. 

THE WITNESS: Well, as a result of certain information which was 
furnished me by the General Accounting Office, they released those checks 
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and some other papers to me as a Special Agent of the Secret Service of 
the Treasury Department. 
BY MR. BRENNAN: 

Q. And this information came to you from the General Accounting 
Office? A. Thatis correct, sir. 

Q. Did they come to you in your official capacity? A. It did, sir. 

Q. And was the information from the General Accounting Office 
routine or official information ? 

THE COURT: Is there a difference necessarily ? 

BY MR. BRENNAN: 

Q. Did it come from an confidential informer or did it come through 
the normal channels? A. No, it came from the Office of the General Counsel 
in the General Accounting Office. It came from the office of Mr. Ralph 
Ramsey. 

Q. And when Mr. Taylor was in your office did you have occasion 
to show him those checks you received from the GAO? A. Yes, sir, I did. 

127 Q. And this was in the presence of Mr. Howard? A. The presence 
of Mr. Howard and in the presence of Mr. James Tierney, who was the 
Special Agent in charge of the Washington Field Office of the Secret Service. 

Q. And you asked Mr. Taylor if he could identify those particular 
checks? A. I did. 

@. What, if anything, did he state? A. He stated that he did not 
wish to make any statement regarding the checks until he had an opportunity 
to consult counsel. Along in _- further in answering that question I might 
add that he stated that he intended to consult counsel and that he would ar- 
range to get in touch with me the following day. That's the last that, the 
last conversation I had with Mr. Taylor. 

* * * * * 

Q. Sir, you used a term that Mr. Howard was a political agent. 

What do you mean by that term? 

MR SMITHSON: Objection, Your Honor. It's beyond the scope, 
and he was fishing all through his examination. It wasn’t proper. 
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THE COURT: Well, he did use the term. | 

MR. SMITHSON: How could he explain what was meant in the mind 
of the person who so introduced him as 2 political agent, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: He used the term "political agent." He can say what 
he thinks it was, or how he came to use it. | 

What did you mean by "political agent"? 

THE WITNESS: Mr. Howard was introduced by Mr. Taylor as his 
political agent. I assumed by political agent he meant campaign manager. 

THE COURT: All right. | 


* * * 


ROBERT HARPER 
* *x * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * x x 
Q. Mr. Harper, what is your employment? A, I'm Administrative 
Assistant to the Clerk of the House of Representatives for Budget and 
Finance Matters. 
Q. And would the Disbursing Office fall under your jurisdiction? 
A. I maintain general supervision over the Disbursing Office ymder the 
Clerk. 


Q. And by the Clerk, that's Ralph R. Roberts? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And how long have you been with the House of Representatives 
in this capacity? A. Well, I've been with the House of Representatives for 
approximately thirty years, but I've been in this particular position for a 
little better than two years. | 

Q. And before that what did you do? A. I was in another division 
of the Clerk's Office prior to being assigned to this position, and in going 
back over the years why I have held practically every administrative post 
at the Capital from Page on up through. 

Q. Mr. Harper, are you familiar, sir, with the records, the pro- 
cedures of the House of Representatives, the disbursing records and the 

s 
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manner of payroll vouchers for the House of Representatives, 
particularly the Folding Room? A. I believe that I'm thoroughly familiar 
with the system used in the Disbursing Office now and in the past in pro- 
cessing payrolls. 

Q. All right, sir, I'd like -- A. (Interposing) Iam generally 
familiar with the procedures in the Folding Room, although I never -- 
haven't worked there for 2 number of years. 

Q. I would like to direct your attention, sir, to this fact, that what 
we are concerned with here are allegations for the years 1955, °56 and '57. 
Now, bearing that in. mind, sir, I would ask you if you have knowledge prior 
to January of 1955 of the procedures whereby employees of the Folding 
Room would receive their salary checks? A. Yes, sir, I'm thoroughly 
familiar with the system that was in use at that time. 

Q. All right, and how could that be accomplished? A. Well, sir, 
the Folding Room, as you know, is operated in the basement of the New 
House Office Building, and they have from fifty to a hundred and fifty em- 
ployees, depending upon the volume of work. They have a Superintendent 
in charge of the Folding Room, and most of those employees are employed 
on an hourly basis, and we pay normally once 2 month, and the time sheets, 
or the payroll, for that office are processed through the Doorkeeper's Office 

to the Disbursing Office, and as 2 result of those papers we actually 
issue the checks. Now, prior to 1955 and the time about which you speak, 
sir, the individuals who were paid were paid on individual vouchers which 
were prepared in the Folding Room and processed through to the Disburs- 
ing Office, and when their voucher reached our office in proper form, the 
check was issued in the name of the individual. 

Q. Now, before January of 1955 when that check was issued, how 
would that check arrive to the person who was entitled to it? A. Well, I 
took charge of this office approximately two years ago, and it was then the 
practice to assemble all of the Folding Room checks in a group and some 
one person from the Folding Room would come to the Disbursing Office 
and obtain those checks in a group and take them to the Folding Room and 
hand them out to the individuals concerned. That system is no longer in 


67 


effect, but that was the system in effect when I took charge of the office , 
and it was my understanding that that system had been used for) 2 number 
of years, including I'm sure the period to which you refer, sir.) 
* * * * * | 
Q. Mr. Harper, I want you to look at these records, which are 
Government's Exhibits 1(1) through 1(52), which have been received in 
evidence as copies of the House of Representatives payroll vouchers for 
the Folding Room in the names of Penner, Spotts, Day and Fordham. Have 
you seen these before, sir? A. No, sir, I never have seen this particular 
document before. 
Q. All right. And I take it, sir, are you familiar with the signatures 
of any of the people on this particular form? A. Yes, sir, I'm familiar 
with most of the signatures on here, not from having seen this particular 


document -- | 
Q. All right, just speak into that, sir. A. (Continuing) -- but I can 
readily identify the signature of Mr. Miller, Mr. Roberts and Mr. Burleson, 


and I have seen Mr. Taylor's signature on other documents, not this par- 
ticular one. 

Q. All right. I direct your attention, sir, to the form in which that 
is made up, and this form indicates as part of it a gross total of pay due 
to an alleged person by the name of Gloria Penner? A. Yes,|sir. 

Q. Tell me, sir, there is certain writing underneath that that is 
hand-written with a check and certain initials beside it. How does that get 
on that form? Do you know? A. Well, sir, when this procedure was in 
effect, when this document reached our office indicating the number of hours 
and the rate of pay, it was the custom to figure in the Disbursing Office the 
amount of withholding tax that would be deducted from this employee's 
gross salary, and then after that figure was determined, a deduction was 
made, and a net check was made to the individual in the amount represent- 
ing the difference between his gross pay for the.period covered and the 
withholding tax which we were required by law to deduct. | 


Q. And where would that be done? A. Well, sir, I can only tell you 
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that it is my understanding that this was done in the Disbursing Office, 

bearing in mind, sir, that I was not actually present, but I can tell 
you that it was my understanding and the custom, and at the present time 
all such computations are made in my office, and that I was under the im- 
pression that this was done, and it would indicate to me here that it was 
done in my office, because there are initials here which I recognize as 
being an employee of the House Disbursing Office. 

Q. What are those initials? A. The man has retired. His name 
is Mike -- he retired a short time after I left, but I -- 

Q. Would the name Dugan -- A. Mike Dugan, yes, sir. He's re- 
tired now, but these are his initials, and I have seen them on several 
thousand vouchers, so that I readily recognize his initials. 

Q. All right, sir, and was he employed at that time in the Dis- 
bursing Office and would he in the course of his employment make those 
withholding deductions and finalize, or total up the checks that would be 
issued for those vouchers? A. Well, sir, I know or recognize those as 
his initials and his assignment, even for a short time after I came to the 
Disbursing Office was the Voucher Audit Clerk, so that all the vouchers 
which were processed through our office for payment of salaries or 
services rendered for the House of Representatives were audited by Mr. 
Dugan, so that it was his duty to pass on the correctness of the figures. 

Now, whether he actually put it there, of course I wouldn't be able 
to say. 

Q. No, sir, do you recognize them, that's all? A. I recognize his 
initials and I'm sure that he checked these figures and he indicated that 


this voucher was approved for payment. 


* * * * * 


Q. All right, sir, now in the particular case as this, have you seen 
any letter of appointment for the four names, Gloria Penner, Spotts , Day 
or Fordham in the files of the Disbursing Office? A. I have failed to 


find any such letter. 
x 
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CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. BRENNAN: 
* * * * * 
Q. Now, you testified that you met Mr. Smithson in the Clerk's 
Office some thirty days ago? A. That is correct, the first time I had had 
that honor. 
Q. And at that time you brought certain records with me to the 
Clerk's Office? A. That is correct. 
Q. Did you have the authority of the Speaker of the House of Re- 
presentatives to furnish Mr. Smithson with those records? A. | Mr. Bren- 
nan, in the normal functioning of my office and the handling of the records 
of the employees of the House of Representatives, my instructions come 
from the Clerk of the House, Mr. Ralph Roberts, who by law, by rule and 
by custom, is the custodian not only of the records of the Disbursing Office , 
but of all the records of the House of Representatives, and particularly in 
the Disbursing Office under whose direct jurisdiction this function falls, 
Itake my guidance. | 
THE COURT: What Clerk's Office did you meet Mr. Smithson in? 
THE WITNESS: The Clerk of the House, Mr. Ralph Roberts. 
THE COURT: All right. 
THE WITNESS: So that all of my instructions, not only with re- 
spect ‘to the production of documents, but with respect to everything in my 
office is done is done under the direction of Mr. Ralph Roberts, the Clerk 
of the House. Now, that doesn't, Your Honor, in any way detract from the -- 
THE COURT: Wait a minute. Were you under the impression that 
he meant in the Clerk's office downstairs ? 
"MR. BRENNAN: No, Your Honor, Mr. Robert's office. 
THE COURT: Well, Mr. Roberts has custody of all these records, 
doesn't he? | 
MR, BRENNAN: Mr. Roberts has no authority to disclose them. 
MR, SMITHSON: Oh, Your Honor, can't we get on with this. 
THE COURT: I don't know whether he has any authority to disclose 
them or not. He probably does. It is letting the records get gut that might 


cause some difficulty. 
* * * * * | 


Washington, D. C. 
Wednesday, May 10, 1961 


= = = 


OTIS E. SNOWA 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
= = = * * 

Q. And your employment? A. Iam assistant chief of the Collec- 
tion Division of the Internal Revenue Service at Richmond, Virginia. 

Q. And I'll ask you if you are here pursuant to a subpoena, sir? 

A. Iam. : 

Q. Ill ask you if the records of the income tax returns as filed in 
your particular district at Richmond, Virginia are under your custody and 

supervision? A. They are. 

Q. Ii ask you, sir, if, pursuant to a subpoena, you caused a search 
to be made to see if there was any tax return filed under the name of 
Bernice V. Fordham through an address of 4414 Vermont Avenue, Alexand- 
ria, Virginia? A. I have. 

Q. And what results did you have, sir? A. We could not find any 
records of a return being filed on this party at that address. 

x * * * * 

Q. Showing you at this time, sir, Government Exhibit 6-E which 
has been received in evidence as an employer's copy of a W-2 Form with 
the name of Bernice Fordham at 7418 Georgia Avenue, Northwest, Wash- 
ington, D.C. and a notation entered as a part of the records of the House 
of Representatives that it was remailed to an address 4414 Vermont Avenue, 
Alexandria, Virginia on February 6, 1958, do you see that? A. Ido. 

Q. Would you look, sir, on the left-hand side at the income tax in- 
formation, and I ask you, sir, to consider the total wages and state whether 

or not this form required that a tax return be filed? A. It did. 


* * * * * 
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NATHANIEL GROSMAN 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * * * 
Q. What is your employment, Mr.Grosman? A. Iam 
officer with the District of Columbia Income Tax Office. 
Q. And would your title be that of the Compliance Officer, or the 
Compliance Information Center? A. It's been changed to Revenue Officer. 
Q. All right, tell me, sir, I'll ask you if the District of Columbia 
has income tax returns? A. They do. | 
Q. I'll ask you, sir, if such records and returns are within your 
control and supervision? A. Well, they are within my control to the extent 
that I can have free access to them. 
Q. All right, sir, I'll ask you if, pursuant to a subpoena, sir, you 
caused a search to be made of the income tax records for the District of 


Columbia on the following named people for the following addresses: 
John Floyd Day, John Day, or John F. Day, at 641 C Street, North- 
east; Bernice V. Fordham, or Bernice Fordham, at 7418 Georgia Avenue, 


Northwest; Gloria Penner, 3000 Connecticut Avenue, Northwest; Richard 
E. Spotts, 1314 16th Street, Northwest? A. Yes. 
Q. I'll ask you, sir, were you able to find any income tax return 
for any of those people at those addresses? A. I did not. | 
Q. For the years 1955, '56 or '57? A. I did not. ! 


* * * * 


LOIS K. DAWSON 
* * * 
: DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 


x * * * * 


Q. Miss Dawson; and your employment, please, Miss Dawson? 
A. Iam a member of the Board of Permanent Registry from Montgomery 
County. | 
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Q. Permanent Registry; what do you mean by that? A. That is 
voters. 

Q. And your work with them would be described as a registrar of 
voters? A. That's right. 

= = = x * 

@. Would it cover the address of 8610 Jones Mill Road, Chevy 
Chase, Maryland? A. Yes, it would. 

* = = * * 

Q. Now, with regard to the making out of the top and the bottom in 
part, certain information describing the individual is contained in each half 
of that document on the top and the bottom and there is a place for signature. 
Is that filled out by some clerk or is that filled out by the voter? A. No, 
this, the information is all filled out. There's two members to a board, one 
republican and one democrat, and the information is filled out completely 
by each person, each member of 2 board and then -- this man is under oath 


snd then be signs; that is the only thing that the voter does, 16 to sign his 


Q. And do you see 2 signature on each half of that particular record? 
A. Yes. 

Q. And is that a true record of the documents which are originals 
here? A. Yes, there is 2 photostatic copy of these two cards. 


+ * * * * 


(Government's Exhibit Number 15 for 
identification was admitted in evidence.) 


* * * * 


GORDON N. LUCKETT 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * * * 
Q. What is your employment ? A. Oh,lam employed at the 
Kensington Bank of the Farmers Bank & Trust Company as the Assistant 
Manager. 
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Q. I'll ask you, sir, if, pursuant to a subpoena directed to your 
Chairman of the Board, you have come here with a document requested by 
said subpoena? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And would you describe what that document is? A. It's a signa- 
ture card. 

Q. Is there an account in your bank in the name of Claude A. Taylor, 
or was there? A. There was, yes, sir. 

Q. Do you have that with you? A. The account? 

Q. Thecard. A. I have a signature card, yes. 

* * * * * 

Q. I show you, Mr. Luckett, Government's Exhibit 16 and for the 
record would you describe what this object is? A. It's a signature card. 

Q. Keep your voice up, sir. A. It's a signature card that is re- 
quired for everyone who has an account at the bank, signed by Claude A. 
Taylor. 

Q. With the address? A. 8610 Jones Mill Road. 


Q. All right, sir; and tell me, sir, in your banking practice, is it 
normal for your bank and other banks to have such cards, signature cards? 
A. Yes, it is. 

Q. And is it normal to keep such cards as a part of your business 
affairs? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And was this card maintained in that fashion? A. Yes, it was. 

MR. SMITHSON: Government offers 16. 


MR. BRENNAN: Your Honor, I object as to the materiality of it. 
I think the Government should make an offer or proffer of proof on this. 

MR, SMITHSON: [Id be glad to accede to counsel's desires, Your 
Honor. We propose to show that the defendant received some checks in 
the name of Spotts and endorsed them. | 

THE COURT: It will be admitted. | 


(The card, Government's No. 16 for 
identification was admitted in evidence.) 


* * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
= = = x * 
Q. And, Mr. Elgin, what is your work? What do youdo? A. Iam 
assistant foreman right at the present, assistant foreman. 
Q. Of what, sir? A. Assistant Foreman of the House of Repre- 
sentatives in the Folding Room. 
Q. In the folding room of the House of Representatives; assistant 


what? Foreman? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. *** Tell me, Mr. Elgin, do you also hold some sort of an 
elective office in your native state? A. [am a mayor of the Town of Clif- 


ton, Virginia. 
Q. And how long have you held that position? A. Since before the 
war, 1940. 
Q. How long have you been employed at the Folding Room, sir? 
A. About 7 years before Eisenhower went in the White House. 
* = * * * 
178 Q. All right, sir, now in 1955, sir, '56 ,and ‘57, were you employed 
at the House of Representatives ? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And what was your position at that time? A. I was foreman. 
Q. Foreman then? A. Yes, Folding Room, House of Representatives. 
Q. And your superior? A. Claude A. Taylor. 
Q. Is that person present here? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Where is he? A. Right there. (Indicating defendant.) 
* x s s * 
i79 Q. Now, sir, during the time that you were there as foreman in '55, 
*_6 and '-7, did you ever see, know, or hear of John F. Day? A. No, sir. 
Q. Did you ever see, know, or hear of Gloria Penner? A. No. 
Q. Did you ever see, know, or hear of 2 Bernice V. Fordham? 
A. No, sir. 
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| 
Q. Did you ever see, know or hear of a Richard Spotts? A. No. 
* * * * * | 


DAVID E. CONRAD 


* * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION | 


BY MR. SMITHSON: | 
* * * * * 
Q. Mr. Conrad, were you formerly an employe of the House of Re- 
presentatives Folding Room? A. Yes, sir. | 
Q. When were you employed there? A. I think it was in/'53, around 
58, to around '58. | 
Q. From '53to'58? A, That is the closest I can tell you. 
Q. Let me ask you this, sir: 
Do you recall what your position was, what capacity you served, 
1955, '56 and'57? A. Well, most of that time I was supervisor of the speed 
section. | 
Q. And is that a part of the House of Representatives Folding Room? 
A. Yes, it is, sir. | 
Q. And where did you reside at that time? A. Weil, about the last 
was at, I believe, 1912 16th Street, Northwest. | 
Q. And would that be, sir, for the period of June '55 to September 
of '56? A. Well, I don't exactly remember the right dates that I lived there 
but that would be pretty close. | 
Q. All right. Tell me, sir, did you know a Claude A. Taylor while 
you were at the House of Representatives Folding Room? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Is that person present here? A. Yes, sir. | 
* * * * * 
MR. SMITHSON: May the record reflect the identification of the 
defendant by the witness, Your Honor? 
THE COURT: The record may 50 show. 
BY. MR. SMITHSON: | 
Q. Did you know a Mrs. Emma Felstrup? A. Yes, sir. 
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Was she your landlady at that address? A, She was. 
Are you familiar with the premises 1314 16th Street , Northwest ? 
* *x * * * 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Let me ask you, was that a joint premises there? A. Yes, it was. 

Q. And what capacity was Mrs. Felstrup, if you know? A. She was 
the manager. 

Q. All right, now while you were employed at the House of Repre- 
sentatives, did you know, hear-- hear of, or see a Richard E. Spotts ? 

A. No, sir, not that I recall. 

Q. And what about a John F. Day? A. No, there was a Day but I 
believe it was a lady. 

Q. All right, what about a Bernice Vv. Fordham? A. Not that I recall. 

Q. Gloria Penner? A. Not that I recall. 

Q. Now, tell me this, sir; Pll ask you if during the summer of 1956 
you had a conversation with the defendant Taylor relative to a Government 
check which he mailed to your address? 

* * * 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. And where did the conversation take place? A. In the House 
Folding Room. 

Q. And what did the defendant Taylor tell you relative to this check? 
A. Well, he said that he had a check mailed to that address, wanted to know 
if I could see about it; if I recall right, he said that this Spotts owed him 
some money and was supposed to move in there, or something, and wanted 
to know if I'd see if it was there, if the check was there. 

Q. And did he tell you what the check was for? A. No, sir. 

Q. Well, let me ask you this, sir: Did you make any reply to this 
request of the defendant? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What did you tell him? A. Well, I -- to the defendant ? 

Q. Yes, to Taylor; what did you tell him when he asked you to look 
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| 
| 
| 


for the check? A. Well, I told him I would but I don't remember just exactly 

how the conversation went now. I told him I'd look there, go up there and 

see if it was there. | 
Q. Did you see such acheck? A. No, sir. | 
Q. All right, tell me, did the defendant ever come to sas you at your 

address at 1312 16th Street during the time you were employed at the House 

Folding Room? A. Yes, sir, when I was sick, he did. 


* * * *x 


FRANCIS L. KIEP 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * x a x * 
226 Q. Your employment, Mr. Kiep? A. I'm in the investment depart- 
ment of the Acacia Mutual Life Insurance Company. 
Q. Is that located at 51 Louisiana, Northwest? A. That's right. 
Q. And tell me, sir, doyou have, pursuant to a subpoena, with you, 
brought with you, certain records, certain promissory notes, in the name 
of Claude A. Taylor? A. I have. | 
Q. Do you have them with you? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. May Ihave them? A. This is the original. (Indicating) 
* * * * * 
Q. One, sir, do you have the original and photostatic copy of a pro- 
missory note there? A. Yes, I do. | 
2 Of August $31,'55? A. Yes, sir. 
. May I have that on the copy, sir? A. Copy and the certification 
that it is a copy of the original. (Indicating) | 
MR, SMITHSON: Your Honor, may I have this copy marked for 
identification Government Exhibit 28, I believe it is? 
THE COURT: Yes. | 


(Photostat of promissory note was marked 
as Govt's Exhibit No. 23-1 for identification.) 
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MR. SMITHSON: Twenty-three - one; I think we might as well number 
them all, 23 -- 

THE COURT: Is this the signature business again? 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes, sir, that is for the subsequent witness, Your 
Honor. 

= = = * x 

MR SMITHSON: The original and photostatic copy of the purchase 
money deed of trust. 

THE WITNESS: This is the original and this is the copy and the 
certification. (Indicating) 

MR. SMITHSON: May this be marked for identification 23-2, Your 
Honor, and the original and the photostatic copy of affidavit of citizenship. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, the original and copy. 


* = * * 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Mr. Kiep, rll show you Government Exhibit 23-1 for identifica- 


tion. For the record, would you identify it, what that is? A. That is the 
original and a photostatic copy of the promissory note dated August 31, 1955 
in the amount of $14,000 and then it states the terms of repayment. 

Q. Yes, sir, but what name, sir? A. Signed by Claude A. Taylor 
and Lois M. Taylor. 

Q. All right. Now, sir, I show you Government Exhibit 23-2 for 
identification. For the record would you state what itis? A. It's a deed 
of trust marked "Purchase money made this 3ist day of August, 1955 by 
and between Claude A. Taylor and his wife, Lois M. Taylor as tenants by 
the entirety and C.D. Hurd and D.F. Roberts, Trustees as herein set forth, 
herein called trustees.” 

Q. Is that the same trustees that are mentioned in the deed of trust? 

A. B's C.D. Hurd and D.F. Roberts. 

THE COURT: Deed of trust on what premises ? 

THE WITNESS: Premises? It's not given by house number here, 
Your Honor. It's lot numbered 6 and lot lettered E of the subdivision known 
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as Rock Creek Knolls, Section 2 as the plat of said subdivision recorded in 
Plat 30 at Folio 18791 of the land records for Montgomery County, Maryland. 
THE COURT: Doesn't give the premises on that -- 
THE WITNESS: No, sir. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Now, sir, is this the original here? A. This is the original, yes, 
sir. | 
Q. Is this signed, sir, by a person by the name of Claude A. Taylor? 
A. It is signed by a person by the name of Claude A. Taylor and signed 
"Lois M. Taylor." 
Q. All right, sir, and this was likewise signed by Claude A. Taylor, 
23-1, is that correct? A. Yes, sir, that's correct. 
Q. I show you 28-3, sir, for identification, sir, what is it? A. E's 
an affidavit of citizenship. It's Claude A. Taylor and Lois M. Taylor, being 
first duly sworn on oath, depose and say, and so forth. 
Q. Yes, but I mean what is the form, sir, an affidavit of -- A. I's 
an affidavit of the citizenship. ! 
Q. And is it signed by Claude A. Taylor? A. Claude s Taylor and 
Lois M. Taylor. 
Q.. Do you have the photostat there, sir, correct copy of the record? 
A. Yes, sir. 
MR, SMITHSON: All right, Government offers the Exhibits 23-1, -2, 
-8, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: Let me see it. 
MR. SMITHSON: I'll have to put them back together, Your Honor. 
(Exhibits 23-1, 23-2 and 23-3 were handed to the Court.) 
THE COURT: How do you show that that is the signature of this 
Claude A. Taylor? 
MR. SMITHSON: Would Your Honor indulge me a moment, please. 


(There was a short pause -) | 
MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, Exhibit 6 received in evidence and 
identified as the signature of Claude A. Taylor by the witness Mrs. Weatherby 
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stated she recognized him. She received his signature. That exhibit re- 
231 lated to Lot 6, Block E, Section 2, Rock Creek Knolls, Plat Book 30, 
Folio 1879 recorded among the land records of Montgomery County , Maryland. 
-  wPHE COURT: What is Exhibit 6? 

MR. SMITHSON: It's a deed, Your Honor, a second deed of trust, 
signed by Lois -- by Clande A. Taylor and Lois M. Taylor. 

THE COURT: On this same property ? 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. BRENNAN: Your Honor, I object to him using the photostats 
again. I have no objection to the introduction of the original records. 

THE COURT: Well now I take it at that time, that there will come 
a time when 2 handwriting expert will appear ? 

MR. SMITHSON: That's correct, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Did that handwriting expert examine the original 


documents or the photostats? 


MRP. SMITHSON: I understand the handwriting expert is prepared 
to testify as to the copies, Your Honor, not needing the originals. 

THE COURT: All right, then subject to whatever he says, I'll ad- 
mit them. Well, he must have examined something already, hasn't he? 


232 (Government Exhibits 23-1, -2, -3 for 
identification were admitted in evidence.) 


MR. SMITHSON: That's correct, sir. 

THE COURT: What did he examine? 

MR. SMITHSON: The photostats, the copies, sir. 
May I return the originals, Your Honor? 

THE COURT: You may. 


* * * * 


MARIE D. RIDGEWAY 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 


* * 
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A, At the House Folding Room. 
Q. How long have you been so employed there? A. Since 1955. 
Q. Icouldn't hear you. A. 1955. | 
Q. 1955; during the years 1955, 1956 and 1957, were you So em- 
ployed at the Folding Room? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. During part of that time did you serve in any supervisory capac- 
ity, whether compensated for it or not? A. Well yes, I guess it would be 
considered that. | 
Q. All right, during that period of time, Mrs. Ridgeway, 1955 or 
1956, did you ever know, meet, or hear of a Gloria Penner? A. No, sir. 
Q. A Richard E. Spotts? A. No, sir. 
Q. A John Day or John F. Day? A. No, sir. 
Q. A Bernice V. Fordham or Bernice Fordham? A. No, sir. 
Q. Mrs. Ridgeway, where did you live during the year 1957? 
A. 4414 Vermont Avenue in Alexandria, Virginia. 
240 Q. Mrs. Ridgeway, I'd like to show you Government Exhibit 6-3, 


which has been received as a W-2 Form, Employer's copy, and the address 
of -- name of Bernice Fordham for 7418 Georgia Avenue, Northwest, Wash- 
ington, D. C. and remailed to 4414 Vermont Avenue, Alexandria, Virginia. 
Do you see that form, that exhibit? A. Yes, sir. | 
Q. Did you ever receive a W-2 Form in that address in the name 
of Bernice Fordham? A. No, sir; I never heard of it. 


* * * * * 


241 THE COURT: What's this premises 4417 Vermont Aveme, Alex- 
andria? What type of structure is it, a single dwelling ? 

THE WITNESS: No, it's a semi-detached house. 
THE COURT: A semi-detached house? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: Who lives there? 
THE WITNESS: Well, I think the people that bought it now was -- 
THE COURT: Well, in '57, '56 and '57, who lived there? 
THE WITNESS: My husband and I. | 
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THE COURT: Anyone live there with you? 
THE WITNESS No, sir. I had a brother that visited me that was in 
the Merchant Marines but he never lived there. 
. THE COURT: Just you and your husband? 
THE WITNESS: That's right, sir. 
x * * 
CLARA C. HERMAN 
= x * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 


* * x * * 


Q. * ** Where do you live, Ma'm? A. 1919 R Street, Southeast. 
Q. Did you ever live at 1915 R Street, Southeast? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Do you recall during what period of time you lived there? 
A. From December of '53 until June of '57,Ithink. 
Q. All right, now while you were living at that address, did you ever 


know 2 Gloria Pemner to live at that address? A. No, sir. 

Q. Are you employed? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Where are you employed? A. House of Representatives in the 
Folding Room. 

Q. How long have you worked there? A. Off and on since ‘49. 

Q. Since 1949? A. Off -- different periods. 

Q. During the period 1956 -- '55, '56 and '57, were you employed 
there? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, did you at any time act in the nature of a supervisor while 
you were there in that period of time? A. Well, I don't know whether super- 
visor -- I gave out work and collected it up. 

Q. Ali right, now, during that period of time did you ever know, ever 
meet or hear of 2 Richard Spotts? A. No, sir. 

Q. AGloria Penner? A. No, sir. 

Q. A Bernice Fordham or Bernice V. Fordham? A. No, sir. 


Q. How about a John F. Day? A. No, sir. 
* * * * * 


245 


246 
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Q. I would like to show you, Mrs. Herman, Government Exhibit 

17, which is a copy of the income tax return of a Gloria Penner 
filed at an address of 1915 R Street, Southeast. It's a retum for the year 
1956 and according to the date which is stated on it, it was filed April the 
15th of 1957. 

Were you living at that address at that time? A. Yes,/sir. 

Q. Did you -- do you know anything about the signature or the re- 
turn, the individual income tax return of '56 in the name of Gloria Penner? 
A. No, sir. 

Q. I take it then you did not file this yourself? A. No, sir. 

Q. All right, I show you then at this time Government Exhibit 18 
which has been received in evidence as a tax refund check in the amount of 
$28.00 which is the same amount shown on Government Exhibit 17 payable 
to a Gloria Penner, 1915 R Street, Southeast , Washington, D. C., for $28.00. 

Have you ever seen that before? A. When the FBI man -- 

Q. Keep -- I can't -- you'll have to keep -- A. I'm sorry; the 
FBI man showed it to me. 

Q. When did that occur? A. A couple of weeks ago. 

Q. All right, have you seen it before that? A. No, sir. 

Q. I show you the back, the endorsements on the back| where they 


appear, Gloria Penner and a James Hawkins; do you know a person by the 


name of James Hawkins? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Is he an employe of the House Folding Room at the House of 

Representatives? A. Yes, sir. | 
Q. All right. 

THE COURT: Might it not be well to bring out what the nature of 

this premises, 1915 R Street, is ? 

MR, SMITHSON: I will, sir. | 

BY MR, SMITHSON: 

Q. Tell me, would you describe 1915 R Street, to us, please, South- 

east? A. It's a semi-detached three-bedroom brick house. 

Q. And you say it was semi-detached; the side you were occupying, 

1915? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. All right, who was -- what's the number of the other side? 

A. 1918. 

Q. All right, did you know the people who lived in 1918 at this period 

oftime? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Were their names Penner? A. No, sir. 

Q. Was there any woman living there by the name of Penner to your 
knowledge? A. No, sir. 

x * * * * 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, at this time, the government would 

like to have marked for identification this exhibit which actually is 
in four parts and it relates to the years 1955, 1956. It will be identified 
through the course of a deposition. May it receive 2 mark, 24-1, -2, -3, 
and -4? 

THE COURT: All right. 


(Rent records were marked as Govern- 
ment's Exhibit No. 24 for identification.) 


THE COURI: What's this deposition? Who is it of? 

MR. SMITHSON: This would be, Your Honor -- proffer at this time 
the deposition of the witness, Mrs. Emma R. Felstrup, who was the manager 
of the premises 1312, 1314 16th Street, Northwest during the period in ques- 
tion. was her deposition taken pursuant to a Court order, an order signed 

the deposition has been filed. 
ript of this deposition. It was taken 
with ounsel. Defendant's counsel was 
present at the time of the taking of the deposition and at the time for the 
purpose of the deposition which these objects were marked for identification. 

THE COURT: Where is this witness now? 

MR. SMITHSON: This witness, Your Honor, a5 is stated in the course 
of it, is in such physical condition from 2 vascular condition that she cannot 
physically appear. She has not been out of her own apartment for many 
many months. Her own mail is brought upstairs to her. 

THE COURT: All right. 
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MR, SMITHSON: Your Honor, the Government would offer this de- 


position as leave to read the same to the Court and jury. 


MR. BRENNAN: I have an objection to the records, Your Honor, 


not the deposition. 
THE COURT: You object to it? 


MR. BRENNAN: I object to the introduction of the particular records, 


Your Honor, as it's being copies of original records which are 


sion of the real estate company. 
THE COURT: Let me see them. 
MR, SMITHSON: All right, sir. Your Honor, for the record, they 
are described, Your Honor, therein by the witness in the course of the de- 
position as a copy which she maintained after she had filed or given the 
original to a Mr. David, who was her employer. Those were the ones she 
kept so there could be no question of what money she had turned over and 


who were the tenants. 


in the posses- 


In other words, it's an original entry, a carbon of the original entry 


which she has turned over. (Indicating to the Court.) 
THE COURT: What is this, a rooming house? 


MR, SMITHSON: Yes, sir, 1312, 1314 were numerous rooms in 


these places and she was manager of both. 


THE COURT: Well, wait till we get the deposition before we con- 
sider whether they are admissible. Can you have someone --|have you got 


two copies of that? 


MR. SMITHSON: There should be one filed, Your Honor. I have only 
one myself. There is supposed to be one filed with the clerk or with the 


Court. 
* ‘* * * * | 

THE COURT: Well go ahead. We can't waste time. 

Did you make any objections during the course of it? | 


MR. BRENNAN: I have no objection to his reading the deposition, 


Your Honor. 
THE COURT: No, I mean did you -- 
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MR. BRENNAN: I was there at the time the deposition was taken. 

THE COURT: Did you make any objections as it went along? 

MR. BRENNAN: No, I made no objections to Mrs. Felstrup's 
testimony. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. SMITHSON: Shall I read it then ? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. SMITHSON: (Reading) 


"UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


“UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ) 
ve. , Criminal No. 965-60 


“CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, ) 
Defendant. ) 


* * = * * 


MER. SMITHSON: At the time it was requested you produce 
and have available rental receipts for the premises 1312 and 1314 
Sixteenth Street, Northwest, Washington, D.C., for the years 1955 
and 1956. 

"Do you have them? 

“THE WITNESS: Right there (indicating). 

= = * * 
"EXAMINATION 
“BY MR. SMITHSON: 
'Q. Mrs. Felstrup, we are particularly interested in your, 
shall we say, occupation for the years 1955 and 1956. Where were 


you employed? 


* * * * * 


"A, I was employed as manager of 1312 and 1314 Sixteenth 
Street, Northwest. 

"Q. Is that in the District of Columbia? 

"A. Yes. 
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Whom did you represent; whom did you work for? 
H. H. David. 
Do you know their address? 
7542 Alaska Avenue. 
Northwest ? 
Yes. 
"Q, In the District of Columbia? 
"A, Yes. 
"Q, You say you worked as a manager. Did you manage the 
premises 1312-14 Sixteenth Street in 1955 and 1956? 
"A. Those two years, yes. I only had it four years. 
"Q, During that particular time, do you have any recollection 
of a person there by the name of Richard Spotts ? 
"A. None whatever; none whatever. Maybe I better tell you 
what these are. 
"Q, Just a moment. I will permit you to explain. 


"Now, the person I have in mind is Richard E. Spotts, S-P-O-T- 
T-S, for whom there has been given an address of 1314 Sixteenth 
Street , Northwest. Is that the premises that you managed ? 


"A, Yes. | 

"Q. Now, does that name refresh your recollection in any way? 

"A, Not a thing. 

"Q. I will ask you if you have with you and present, as you have 
heretofore indicated, the rental receipts for those premises ? 

"A, I will tell you what those are. You see, the money I turned 
into Mr. David I kept a carbon copy of. I didn't have to, but I did 
that for my own protection. It showed every penny. | 

"So that is the carbon copies of the records I turned in to him 
of the people that lived there and what they paid each time. 

"Q, All right. Now I will ask you if you had occasion to go 
through these records for the premises 1312 or 1314 
Street, Northwest, to see if you had any record. 
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"A, Oh, yes. About a year ago or something like that I had to 
go over them, and again this time. 

"Q. And have you completely examined these and you have not 
found any such record? 

“A. I'm sure I did. The name didn't ring 2 bell at any time. 

‘MR. SMITHSON: Would you care to look at them, counsel ? 

"MR. BRENNAN: Yes. 

"MR. SMITHSON: To see if you object. 

“THE WITNESS: There are two bunches for 1312 and two for 
1314. 

MR. BRENNAN: In other words, you are going to end up with 
possession of these? 

"MR. SMITHSON: I thought you could examine them, and see 
what they are like. 

“HE WITNESS: Don't mix them up. 

"MR. BRENNAN: Just looking at them right now, I can't object. 


"MR. SMITHSON: You see what the nature of them is. 
"BY MR. SMITHSON: 
"Q. Now, as I understand it, do each one of these sheets relate 
to a particular premise or apartment in 1312 or 1314 Sixteenth Street? 
"A, There are two bunches marked 1314 and two bunches marked 
1312. See, I had to keep the two houses separate in my records. 


* * * * * 


"A. You don’t want to mix the two bunches together, I know that. 

"When I was working for him he gave me a great big book at 
first. When he came in there to collect the money the first time, he 
put down the number of rooms and how much he collected. He didn't 
put down the prices or anything. 

‘That didn't suit me a bit. I wanted a record. So I started with 
the carbon copies. Then he had to sign my copy as a recipt. Whether 
he put it down in his book or not, I didn't care. 

"Q. Now, in 1314 Sixteenth Street, how many rooms or apart- 
ments did you have? 
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Altogether, about forty in each house. 
Forty in each house? 
Yes. 
And you collected for each individual one? 
Yes. 
* * * * 
Did you ever, at any time, to the best of your recollection, 
receive any mail directed to Richard E. Spotts at that address ? 
"A, No, the mail don't ring a bell, any way in the world, letters 
or anything. When they asked about Connors, they did sis a bell. 
"Q. You mean Conrad? 
"A, Yes. 
"Q, Mr. Conrad, do you recall him particularly? | 
"A, I didn't, only I went through and I found him. The name 
rang a bell anyway. 
"Q. Do you recall his full name? | 
"A, Not now, not just off-hand. The only time you'll find full 
names is when they came in, because I put the full name down for 
him. Then he put that down in his book. After that, I just put the 
last name down each time. | 
"MR, SMITHSON: Is there anything you would like'to ask, 


Mr. Brennan? 


* * * 


[BY MR. SMITHSON:] | 
"A, That's supposed to be for the two years. They're all 
carbons, so I couldn't have changed them or anything. I have no 
reason to change them. | 
"Q. No. 
"A, The reason I kept them, I had so darn many books and so 
forth to bring over, I said Oh, well, I better keep track of all money 
I paid him so he could never come back and say I owed him money. 
"That's why I kept them. I didn't expect anybody to want them. 
He's kind of a funny man. I didn't want him to be able to say I owed 


him any money." 
* * 


$0 


273 MR, BRENNAN: Only thing I object to, Your Honor, is not making 
a demand or showing why the records of the real estate company were not 
brought forth rather than the particular records that are here. 

THE COURT: The real estate company ? 

MR. BRENNAN: Or the real estate man, the man owning the house. 

THE COURT: You mean the owner? 

MR. BRENNAN: That's right. 

THE COURT: This is probably a better record than he has. rll 
admit them. 

MR. SMITHSON: Thank you, Your Honor. 


(The deposition read by Mr. Smithson 
was marked and received in evidence 
as Government's Exhibit No. 25, and 
Government's Exhibit No. 24 for iden- 
tification was admitted into evidence.) 


* * * 
GEORGE CATES 
= * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 


* * * * * 


Q. Your employment, Mr. Cates? A. Urciolo Realty Company. 
Q. Is that located -- where, sir? A. 421 Fourth Street, Northwest. 
Q. In the District of Columbia? A. That's right. 


Q. What is your capacity with that firm? A. Rertal manager. 
* * * * * 


Q. Tell me, sir, did you hold that capacity in 1955, 1956 and 1957? 
A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Did you work for Urciolo full time at that time? A. That's 
right. 

Q. Mr. Cates are you familiar with the premises known as 7418 
Georgia Avenue, Northwest? A. Yes, Iam. 


* * * * 
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Q. Are you, representing Urciolo, Rental manager of rental agent 
for that premises? A. That's right. 
@. Now, sir -- A. The property is owned by Mr. Urciolo. 
Q. By Mr. Urciolo? A. Um hum. 
Q. Now, tell me, sir, I'll ask you if, pursuant to any request, you 
have examined your rental agreements or records for the years 1955, '56 
and '57, to determine whether or not a Bernice Fordham or Bernice V. 
Fordham resided at 7418 Georgia Avenue, Northwest? A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Tell me, sir, describe those premises if you will? A. Well, 
it's a four-unit apartment building, two apartments on each floor and -- 
Q. For the four apartments, sir, have you consulted your records 
for those three years? A. Yes,I have. 
Q. Did you find listed, sir, among those records any rental agree- 


ment in the name of Bernice V. Fordham? A. No, sir. | 


* * * * 
| 


PHYLLIS JACOBS | 


* * * | 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * * *) 
Q. I'd like to direct your attention to the period of 1955; Tl ask 
you if you resided in the District of Columbia at that time? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Do you recall the address? A. 7418 Georgia Avenue, Northwest. 
Q. Do you recall when you moved into 7418 Georgia Avenue ? AI 
believe it was in November, '56. 
Q. And how long did you stay there? A. Until April of '57. 
Q. What apartment did you occupy? A. One. 
Q. At that time did you have a person living with you| by the name 
of Bernice V. Fordham? A. No, sir. 


Q. Did you know any of the other residents of the other 3 units? 
A. Yes, sir. 


Q. Did you know, living in any one of the other three, a person by 
the name of Bernice V. Fordham? A. No, sir. 


- 
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Q. Did you ever receive any mail at your apartment addressed to 
Bernice Fordham? A. Not to my knowledge. 


= = = = * 


PAUL D. DIGGS 
= = = 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
= = * * * 
Q. And did you ever, sir, live at 7418 Georgia Avenue, Northwest ? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Do you recall what apartment you lived in? A. Number 1. 
286 Q. Do you recall when you lived there? A. From -- from July '56 
to May the 28th of "59. 
Q. And at that time, sir, did you have a person by the name of 
Bernice V. Fordham living with you there? A. No, sir. 
Q. Do you know of any Bernice Fordham living in any one of the 
other apartments at that time? A. No, sir. 


* * * * 


VIRGINIA HOUSE 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * * * 
Q. And, directing your attention to the period of 1955, 1956, and 
1957, Mrs. House, where did you reside? A. 7418 Georgia Avenue, North- 
west. 
Q. In the District of Columbia? A. In the District of Columbia, 
yes, sir. 
Q. This is an apartment pbuilding? A. In an apartment building, 
yes, sir; Apartment Number Two. 
Q. Were you in Number 2; when did you move into the prem ises? 
A. In August, 1955. 
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Q. How long did you stay there? A. Until April, 1958. 

Q. During that period of time, did you know a Bernice V. Ford- 
ham to either sublease from you or live in any other apartment in those 
premises? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you know the occupants of the other three, Apartments 1, 
3,and4? A. I knew -- I was acquainted with some of them,|yes, sir. 

Q. All right, did you ever meet or become acquainted with a 

Bernice Fordham living in any of those others? A. No, sir. 


* * * * * 


MARTHA RADISZEWSKI 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Where do you live, Mrs. Radiszewski? A. 7430 Georgia 
Avenue, Northwest. | 


Q. 7430 Georgia Avenue, Northwest? A. Yes, sir. | 
* : * * * 


Q. Tell me, Ma'm, in 1955, 1956, and 1957, where did you live? 
A. Llived at 7418 Georgia Avenue, Northwest from the 7th of October of 
55 until the 18th of December, '56. 

Q. All right, now at that time which apartment did you occupy ? 
A, Three. | 


Q. And in that regard, did you have any subtenant, anyone living 
with you by the name of Bernice Fordham? A. No, sir. 
Q. Did you know any of the occupants of the other apartments? 
A. I knew them all. 
Q. Did you ever know a Bernice Fordham to live in any of the 


others? A. No, I did not. 
* * 
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CYNTHIA T. ATCHLEY 
= = x 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
= = x x * 

Q. And directing your attention, Mrs. Atchley, to the period of 1955, 
"56, '57, where were you living then? A, At 7418 Georgia Avenue, Northwest. 

Q. And that is an apartment building; which one were you living in? 
A, Apartment 3. 

Q. And in that particular apartment, from what date and when did 
you first move in and how long did you stay? A. We moved in March of 
*55 to May of "57. 

Q. All right, did you ever have living with you a Bernice Fordham? 
A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you ever know a Bernice Fordham to be living in any of the 


other apartments? A. No, sir. 


* * * * 


HENRY A. CUMBERLAND, JR. 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * * * 
Q. And what's your employment? A. I'm a supervisor in the Postal 
Service, Washington, D. C. Office. 
Q. Are you, sir, therefore, in that capacity a subordinate of Mr. 
Carlton Beall, the Postmaster of the District of Columbia? A. Iam. 


* * * * * 


297 Q. Mr. Cumberland, are you familiar, sir, with the records main- 
tained by mail carriers regarding the change of address for various pre- 
mises? A, Iam. 

Q. Ili -- sir, what is the procedure or the practice by which such 
change of addresses are maintained by individual carriers within the Post 
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Office Department? A. The carrier maintains a carrier-change-of-address 
book. When a patron files a change of address, it is normally] filed on a card 
furnished by the Office or by letter and that card is recorded in a book, a 
looseleaf book, by the carrier under an alphabetical system of listing. 

Q. All right, sir, normally how long is such a list maintained, sir? 
A. The addresses are maintained for two years for forwarding of mail. 

Q. Now, sir, as a result of an inquiry received by the! Postal Depart- 
ment, did you, or your Service, cause to be made a search to see if there 
was a change-of-address card maintained by a carrier for the premises 

7418 Georgia Avenue, Northwest? A. Yes, there was. 

Q. Do you have that with you? A. Ido. (Handing document to Mr. 
Smithson.) 


* * * * | 
| 


Q. For the record, then, Mr. Cumberland, would you describe this 
instrument which has been marked for identification, Government Exhibit 
26; state what itis. A. It's a sheet from the carrier's route| book for Route 
Number 1240. | 

@. What -- does that route 1240 cover the premises 7418 Georgia 
Avenue, Northwest? A. It does. | 

* * * * * 

Q. All right, from the date of April '56 -- April 27, 1956, sir, can 
you tell from examination of that particular record whether or not there 
was ever filed with the Post Office Department a change of address for a 
Bernice Fordham, Bernice V. Fordham, from the address 7418 Georgia 
Avenue? A. I can. | 

Q. Was there? A. No, there was not. 

x * * * 

THE COURT: Do you have any objection to this? 

MR. BRENNAN: I have no objection. 

THE COURT: It will be admitted. 


(Government's Exhibit No. 26 for identifica- 
tion was admitted in evidence.) 
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WALLACE SPIRES 
= = * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
= = x = * 
Q. Your employment, Mr. Spires? A. John F. Donohoe & Sons, 
Real Estate Office. 
= = * * 
A. Iam the assistant rental manager. 
Q. Do they therefore, sir, embrace -- as part of your duties, the 
rental of premises 641 C Street, Northeast? A. Yes, that's correct. 


= * * * * 


306 Q. From your records, sir, have you any record that indicates that 
a John Day or a John F. Day ever resided at 641 C Street, Northeast ? 


A. None whatsoever. 
+ x * * * 


MRS. DON G. SANDROS 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * * * 
308 Q. Directing your attention to 1956, I'll ask you if you had occasion 
in '56 to live at premises known as 641 C Street, Northeast? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Is that in the District of Columbia? A. Yes, sir. 
* * * * * 
Q. During the time that you were there , Mrs. Sandros, did you ever 
309 know of 2 John F. Day? Did you ever -- for one -- rent any room to 
a John F. Day? A. No, sir. 
Q. Did anyone live there with you and your husband by that name? 
A. No, sir, nothing but my four children is the only thing that was living 
there. 
Q. All right, did you know of anyone in the neighborhood by the name 
of John F. Day? A. Not to my knowledge. 
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MR. SMITHSON: That's all. 
* * * * 


CONSTANCE CARPENTER 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * * * 
Q. Mrs. Carpenter, where do you live now? A. 641 C Street, 
Northeast. 
Q. Is that in the District of Columbia? A. Yes, it is. 
Q. How long have you been living there, Mrs. Carpenter? A. Since 
June 12th of '57. 
Q. 1957, June the 12th? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Who lives there with you? A. My parents, my mother and my 
family. 
Q. All right, does anyone else live there? A. No. 
Q. At the time you moved in in June of '57, was there any other 
occupant of the premises? A. No, there wasn't. 
Q. Ik was vacant? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. Have you ever heard of a John F. Day living there? A. No. 
* * * * * 


Washington, D. C. 
Friday, May 12, 1961 


= = = * x 


MR. SMITHSON: Now, Your Honor, I'd like to call Mrs. Shubert.. 


* * * * 7* 


THE COURT: Ladies and gentlemen of the jury, counsel have 
stipulated that this witness, if she testified, would testify that she lived 
at 7418 Georgia Avenue from what date? 

MR. SMITHSON: January, "57 to date. 

THE COURT: And that she never heard of -- 

MR. SMITHSON: Never heard of a Bernice V. Fordham living 
at that address during the time she was there. 

THE COURT: All right, the jury understands that? 


* 


Q. I show you, Mr. Miller, Government Exhibit 27-a for iden- 
tification, 27-b for identification. First, sir, for the exhibit known as 
Z1-a for identification, what is it? 

A. It's a reproduction of the worksheet used in the preparation 
of monthly reports for the House of Representatives Folding Room for 
the year 1955. 

Q. All right, sir, and Exhibit 27-b? A. Similar work sheets 
used for the year 1956. 

MR. SMITHSON: All right, sir; Government offers Exhibits 
21 -a and -b, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Any questions? 

MR. BRENNAN: I have no objection as to that except the photo- 
graph as best evidence, Your Honor. 
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THE COURT: Is that the only basis of your objection? 
MR, BRENNAN: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: It will be admitted. 


* * * 


NATHAN GANDEL 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * * * 
Q. Mr. Gandel, what is your business? A. Stockbroker. 
Q. Is that with the firm of Jones, Kreeger & Hewitt? A. Jones, 
Kreeger & Company | 
* * * * * 
Q. Back in 1955, '56, did you have any other business? 
A. In'55 and early '56, I had a retail liquor business. 
Q. Located where, sir? A. 123 Independence Avenue, Southeast. 
Q. What was the name of your particular concern? A. Nathan 
Gandel's liquor Store. 
Q. Tell me, sir, do you know, or did you know at that particular 
time, a person by the name of Claude A. Taylor? A. I did. 
Q. Did you know him, sir, to be the superintendent of the 
House Folding Room in the House of Representatives? A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Tell me, sir, had you in the past, or in 1955, cashed checks 
for the defendant? A. I did. 7 
Q. Taylor. 
And that is the same man who is present here at counsel table? 


A. That's correct. 
* * * * * 
@. Ishow you, Mr. Gandel, Government Exhibit 8-5 which 
has been received in evidence, sir, as a check over the date of October 
8, 1955, Number 126768 for $203.87, payable to the order of Richard 
E. Spotts, object for which drawn, folding documents, 1956, over the 
signature of Ralph Roberts and endorsed on the back, sir. I'll ask you 


to examine those endorsements. 
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Do you see an endorsement in the name of Spotts? A. Yes. 


Q. Do you see an endorsement in anyone else's name? 
A. Clande A. Taylor, Superintendent of the House Folding Room. 

Q. Anyone else? A. My own signature. 

x 3 x * x * 

Q. Allright, sir, and you cashed that check, did you? 
A. Yes, sir. ; 

Q.. He was a customer of yours, Mr. Taylor, was he not? 
A. He purchased at the store at various times. 

Q. He'd come in there and present checks to you and you'd cash 
them. A. Sometimes. . 


BY MR, SMITHSON: 
* * * * 
Q. Now, Mrs. Mackall, I'd like to direct your attention to the 
years 1955, '56, and ‘57; were you employed anywhere in the city? 
A. Yes, I was. 
Q. Where? A. The House Folding Room. 
Q. That is the House of Representatives Folding Room? A. Yes. 
Q. Do you know a person by the name of Claude A. Taylor? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you see that person here? A. Yes. 
* * * * * 
Q. In what capacity did you work in at the Folding Room, Mrs. 
Mackall? A. Clerk-typist. 
Q. Now, while you were there, Mrs. Mackall, did you ever at 
any time work on the payroll vouchers? A. I typed them, yes, sir. 
Q. You typed them; did you always type them? A.. No. 
Q. Would you type all of them on any one occasion? 
A. Imay have. My memory is not that clear. 
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Q. Let me ask you this: During any of the time that you were 
preparing the vouchers do you recall a payroll voucher in the name of 
John F. Day, Bernice Fordham, Richard Spotts, or Gloria Penner? 
A. I didn't understand that last name. 

Q. Gloria Penner, did you know such a person or prepare a 
voucher for any such person? A. I don't recall them. 

* * * * * 
Q. All right, and while you were there at 3000 Connecticut 
Avenue, did you ever know a Gloria Penner to be living there? A. No. 
* * * * * 
LINA GONZALEZ 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: ! 


* * * * * 


Q. Now, Mrs. Gonzalez, are youemployed? A. I am resident 


manager. 
Q. Of what premises? A. Cathedral Mansions Cénter, 3000 
Connecticut Avenue, Northwest. 
. How long have you held that position? A. Since August ‘58. 
. Since August of 1958? A. ‘58. 
. And before that? 
. I was assistant and also bookkeeper and clerk. 
. Atthe same premises? A. At the same premises. 
. And how long were you there in that capacity? |A. In that 
capacity, since October, 1954. 
Q. Now, were you steadily employed there then since "54? 
A. Ihave been with the Cathedral Mansions since October 1954. 

Q. Now, as bookkeeper, or assistant manager and also as 
manager, Mr. Gonzalez, did you know -- did you have living, to your 
knowledge, in 3000 Connecticut Avenue -- that is Cathedral Mansions -- 
a Gloria Penner? A. Not to my knowledge. 

Q. Allright, now, there are a number of units in [that 
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apartment building; is that correct? A. Approximately 200. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Gonzalez, should mail be received at your 
particular premises for whom you do not know a tenant to be living 
there by that name, what do you do with such mail?A. Oh, it is re- 
turned to the Post Office. 

Q. I see. Now, at any time do you ever recall receiving any 
mail while you were assistant manager, or manager, in the name of 
Gloria Penner? 

A. Not at all. 

Q. While you were there, did you ever receive any telephone 
calls for a Gloria Penner to your recollection? A. Actually, I do not 
operate the switchboard. I relieve on lunch hours and this -- while on 
the switchboard, I do not recollect. 

Q. And did you, as a result of a request from 2 member of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, make a check of your records to 
determine whether or not a Gloria Penner had lived in your address? 
A. Certainly. 

Q. And did you find any such record? A. No. 

= * * * 
GENEVIEVE M. ZACHARIAS 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 


* * * * * 


And do you work, Mrs. zacharias? A. Yes, sir. 
At 3000 Connecticut Avenue, Northwest. 


In what capacity? A. Telephone operator. 

. How long did you work there? A. Six years. 
Back then from 1955 to date? A. May the 3rd, 1959. 
And have you been a telephone operator since that time? 


A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Now, during the time that you were there, Mrs. Zacharias, 
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have you ever known or met or received any telephone calls or mail for 
a person by name of Gloria Penner at 3000 Connecticut Avenue? 
A. No, sir. | 

Q. I'll ask you if you caused a check to be made of what records 
were available there at the request of the FBI to determine|that? 

A. The FBI questioned me and I told them I had never heard of her. 

Q. No, but did you check to determine what records were there, 
whether or not such a person did live there or received -- A. Well, I 
don't have all of the records but the records I have is just the people 
that are there and I am sure that that name is not among them. 

Q. All right, I'm speaking of the years 1955, '56, and ‘57. 

A. Well, I can't remember the name at all but I don't have the records 
of everybody. I mean by that that I -- 

MR. SMITHSON: I understand. That's all. 


* *x * * 


ELWYN GLENN RAIDEN 
* * x 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * * | * 
Q. And your employment, Mr. Raiden? A. Cealiier: Sergeant 
at Arms Office, House of Representatives. | 
Q. And how long have you been so employed as a cashier? 
A. Since March 15, 1955. 
Q. And do you know a person by the name of Claude A. Taylor? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. How long have you known him? A. About the same length 
of time, I think; somewhere shortly thereafter I came to work there. 
Q. Do you see that person here in the courtroom? A. Yes, sir. 


* * * * e* 


Q. Now, sir, when you were employed as a cashier, you say, 
at the Sergeant of Arms? A. Yes, sir. | 
Q. The person Zeake W. Johnson, Jr., whois that? A. He is 
the sergeant of Arms at the House of Representatives. 


104 


Q. Tell me, sir, do you cash checks for the employes of the 
House of Representatives? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And do you recall, sir, cashing such checks for the defendant 
Clande A. Taylor? A. Well, from time to time we did cash checks 
for him. 

Q. All right, now do you have 2 particular mark or a stamp that 
identifies you as the person who cashes the instrument? A. Yes, sir, 

I do. 

Q. What is your mark or stamp? A. Well, it's the regular 
endorsement of the Sergeant at Arms with the Roman Numeral I on 
either side of the stamp, date stamped on there. 

Q. Now, I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 3-4 which has 
been received in evidence as 2 check dated August the 30th, 1955 for 

$222.41, pay to the order of Richard E. Spotts, the object for 
which drawn, folding room documents 1956, over the signature of 
Ralph R. Roberts, a treasury check and it's endorsed on the back, sir. 
Would you examine that. A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Ill ask you, sir, if you see your stamp, cancellation stamp 
there, or acknowledgement that you cashed that check? A. Yes, sir, 
this is it right here. 

*= x * * * 

Q. And I'll ask you, sir, whether or not the defendant Claude 
A. Taylor, as the superintendent of the Folding Room, presented that 
check to you to be cashed? A. Assuming that he did, since he is the 
last endorser on the check. 

Q. He is the last endorsement prior to yours? A. That's right. 

Q. All right, sir, you recognize your stamp, don't you? 

A. Yes, I do. 

Q. And you have cashed this and other instruments for the 
defendant? A. Yes, sir, from time to time we did cash checks for him. 

Q. Now, sir, I show you this particular instrument which is 

Government Exhibit 2-8, which has been received in evidence as 
2 check for the date of December 31, 1955, of $185.13, likewise drawn 
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on the House Folding funds to the name of Richard E. Spotts and endorsed; 
do you see that, sir? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And do you see the first endorsement of Spotts? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And is there a second endorsement? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Whose endorsement is that? A. Doris McCann. 

Q. Do you know Doris McCann? A. Yes, sir, she is one of 
the ladies that works in the Folding Room. 

Q. Do you know her to be the secretary of the defendant at 
that time? A. I don't know what her title is; I just know she works there. 

Q. Allright, tell me, sir, did you cash that instrument? 

A. Assuming that I did, as I believe this is January the 3rd, "56 -- 
is this '56? 

Q. Yes, sir. A. Uh huh. 

Q. And it is your cancellation with the Numeral I on it? 

A. Yes, sir, that's right. Right. 

* *x * * * 

Q. And showing you, sir, at this time, 2-3, also in the name of -- 
in this case, Gloria Penner over the date of July 2, 1956, $265.33 from 
the Folding Room; is that likewise endorsed by a Gloria Penner? 

A. Yes, sir, it is. 

Q. And is it likewise second endorsed by a Doris McCann? 
A. Doris McCann, right. | 

Q. And what -- was it likewise paid by you, sir, and canceled 
by you under your stamp, NumberI? A. July the 2nd, yes, sir. 

* * * * * 

Q. Now, I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 2-18, a check in 
the name of Bernice Fordham over the date of July 21, 1956 for $265.33, 

likewise the folding fund account; do you find that, jsir, first en- 
dorsed by the alleged signature of Bernice Fordham? A./| Yes, sir. 

Q. Second endorsed by Doris McCann? A. Right. 

Q. And do you recognize her handwriting, Doris McCann's? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Do you recognize the fact that you cashed that check, sir? 
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A. Only there is my stamp on it, so I would assume that it is. 

Q. That would be your procedure in all instances as to so stamp; 

is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 
= * x * * 

Q. Ill show you, sir, an exhibit which is 14-38 and been re- 
ceived in evidence as a check payable to Bernice Fordham for $225.00 
dated June the 29th of 1957, drawn on the Folding Documents again over 
Mr. Roberts’ signature and endorsed on the back, sir, with the alleged 
endorsement of Bernice Fordham; do you see that? 

Yes, sir. 
And do you see a second endorsement under there? A. Yes, 


Whose endorsement is that? A. James Hawkins. 

Do you know James Hawkins? A. Yes, sir. 

Do you know him to be employed anywhere? A. Yes, sir. 

Where? A. Folding Room. 

At the Folding Room? A. Yes, sir. 

Is he the messenger or clerk up there, sir? A. Well, 
something -- he works over there. I think he is a messenger, I don't 
know. 

Q. Have you cashed checks for him, sir, that have been brought 
to your attention? A. Well, yes, sir. 

Q. And do you see your stamp on there? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You did cash that one and give the funds to James Hawkins? 

A. Lassume I did. That is my stamp. 

Q. Your voice has a tendency to drop. Please keep it up, Mr. 
Raiden. 2 

‘TH show you, sir, at this time, Government Exhibit 14-24, a 

check payable to the order of John Day for $225.63 under Folding 
Documents, 1957, the check dated June 29, *S7. 

I'll ask you, sir, is that check endorsed on the back with the 
reputed signature of John Day? A. Yes, sir, it is. 

Q. Second endorsed by anyone? A. James Hawkins. 
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Q. And did you cash that check, sir? A. Yes, sir, it has my 

stamp on it, July 1st. 
* * * * | 

Q. Now, sir, I'll show you at this time Exhibit 14-12 which 
purports to be a check dated June the 29th, 1957, payable to Gloria 
Penner for $225.63, drawn on the Folding Documents, '57, check dated 
June 29, '57; does that purport to be signed by Gloria Penner at that 
first endorsement? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And second endorsed by whom? A. James Hawkins. 

Q. And do you recognize his signature? A. Well, I assume that 
is it. It looks like his signature that he usually has, yes. 

Q. And when he -- you knew him; is that right? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. The check was presented and his name was on the back of it. 
You didn't question whether or not he wrote it, did you? A. Well, no, 
I didn't question it; actually could have been in my presence. 

Q. And did you cash that check as shown by your stamp? Is 
that correct? A. Yes, sir. 


* * * * * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 
~* * * * * 
THE WITNESS: Well, it is in my possession exclusively the 
day that I was working there, yes. No one else would have -- 
THE COURT: Suppose you weren't working there that day, you 
were on leave, would somebody else use it? 
THE WITNESS: No, sir. 


* * * 


SAM BOYKIN 
* x * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: - 
* * : 3 * * 
Q. Mr. Boykin, in the period 1955, ‘56 and 1957, where were 
you employed? A. Sergeant-at-Arms office, House of Representatives. 
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Q. And as a cashier therein? A. That's right. 

Q. Did you have a stamp? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. What was your stamp number? A. Number IL 

x = = * * 

Q. Id like to show you, sir, Government Exhibit 14-39 which 
purports to be a check dated September 3, 1957 payable to Bernice 
Fordham for $224.02, folding documents, 1958 allowance, Ralph Roberts' 
signature. 

I'll ask you, sir, to look at this particular instrument. Do you 
see a purported endorsement there of a Bernice Fordham? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Anda second endorsement by anyone? A. Well, the second 
endorsement is by James Hawkins. 

Q. And did you cash that, sir? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Do you know James Hawkins? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Did you know him to be an employee of the Folding Room? 
A. Yes,Idid. 

Q. I show you, sir, similarly Government's Exhibit 14-3, a 
check of May 3ist, '57, for $232.39 to Bernice Fordham, again over 
the '57 appropriations for the Folding Room which purports, sir, to be 
endorsed by Bernice Fordham. Do you see that? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Is that second endorsed by anyone? A. Looks like Doris 
McCann. 

Q. Do you know a Doris McCann? A. No, I do not, the name 
is familiar, I would say, but -- 

Q. You don’t know her? A. I’ve seen -- I couldn't pick her 
out if I saw her. 

Q. All right, sir, is that your stamp? Did you cash it? 

A. Yes, that is my stamp; I cashed it. 

Q. I'll show you at this time, sir, Government Exhibit 14-35, 
a check for April 1, 1957, $227.45, to Bernice Fordham, folding 
documents funds 1957, over Roberts’ signature. 

Ti ask you, sir, was that purported signature of Bernice 
Fordham on the check when you saw it? A. Yes, it was on the check 
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when I saw it. 

Q. How about this second endorsement; do you recognize that? 
A. Yes, that is James Hawkins. 

Q. And did you cash that one too, sir? 

A. Yes, I cashed that check. 

Q. Similarly, sir, 1434, for $220.80, March 1, ‘57 is the date, 
same appropriation. I'll ask you, sir, if you find on there the purported 
signature of Bernice Fordham? A. Yes, I do. 

_ Q. Another second endorsement? A. James Hawkins. 

Q. Cash it, did you? A. Yes, I cashed it. 

Q. Let's go, sir, to 14-26, a check for $224.02 to John Day, 
September 3, '57, same appropriation; do you find on there a purported 
John Day endorsement? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. A second endorsement by anyone? A. James Hawkins. 

Q. Did you cash it? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Government Exhibit 14-23, a check, May 31, "57, $232.59 
to John Day, same appropriations, same signatures; do you find on the 
back, sir, a purported John Day endorsement? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Do you find a second endorsement? A. Doris McCann. 

Q. Did you cash the check? | 

A. Yes, I did. | 

Q. The check, sir, of April 1, 1957, Count 21, Exhibit 14-21 
for John Day, $227.45, do you find a first endorsement, air, in the 
purported name of John Day? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Do you find Hawkins’ second endorsement? A. Yes. 

Q. And did you cash it? A. Yes. | 

Q. Also, sir, a check of March 1, '57 for $210.00 to John 
Day, same appropriation; do you find a first endorsement in the name 
of John Day? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. A second endorsement, Hawkins? A. James Hawkins. 

Q. And do you likewise find your stamp as cashing it? 

A. Yes, I do. | 
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Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 2-10 which is a check 
of April 3, 1956, to Richard E. Spotts for $172.46 in the folding 
appropriation of "56 and I'll ask you, sir, if you find on the back of that 
merely one endorsement? A. That's correct. 

Q. And that is an endorsement of Richard E. Spotts? A. That 
is true. 

Q. Did you ever know a Richard E. Spotts, sir? 

A. No, I did not. 

@Q. Did you cash that check? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. I show you at this time, sir, Government Exhibit 2-7, a 
check dated December 1, 1955. This isa check for $194.70 to Richard 
E. Spotts, same type of check. How many endorsements on the back? 
A. One endorsement, Richard E. Spotts. 

Q. Did you cash it? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Now, sir, I'll show you Government Exhibit -- Your Honor, 
I'm going to have to ask the Clerk -- excuse me a moment, I can't 
read this number -- (Conferring with the deputy clerk) 

Government Exhibit 2-1, check dated 1956 for $209.92, payable 
to Gloria Penner, May 1, and ask you, sir, do you find more than one 
endorsement thereon? A. No, just one endorsement. 

Q. Just Gloria Penner's? A. That's right. 

Q. Did you cash it, sir? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Did you ever know a Gloria Penner? A. No, I did not. 


* * * * * 


H. ELDRED WILSON 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * * * 
Q. And your employment, Mr. Wilson? A. Iam in the banking 
section of the Sergeant at Arms office of the House of Representatives. 
Q. Are you a cashier there? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Were you there, sir, in 1955, *56 and '57? 
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. Yes, sir. 
. Did you have a stamp, sir, at that time? A. Yes, sir. 
. What was your stamp number? A. Three. 
. Three? A. Three. 
* * * * | 
Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 2-2 which purports to 
be a check for Gloria Penner, $288.51, from the folding documents 1956 
appropriation, dated June 1, 1956, over Mr. Roberts’ signature. 
I'll ask you, sir, if you find thereon your cancellation stamp? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. I'll ask you, sir, if that check purports to be endorsed by 
aGloria Penner? A. Yes. 
Q. Do you know a Gloria Penner? 
A. Not by sight, no. 
Q. All right, sir, do you know a Doris McCann? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Do you see a second endorsement there of Doris McCann? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did you cash that check, sir? A. I assume I did since my 
stamp was on it. 
Q. You canceled it out with that stamp; is that it?! A. Yes, sir 
Q. You gave cash for the check? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. All right. 
THE COURT: Who would you have given it to? 
THE WITNESS: The last endorser. 
THE COURT: McCann? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, Doris McCann. 
THE COURT: All right. 
Next would be 14-2, as I see it, Mr. Smithson. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
@. AndI'll show you, sir, at this time, Government Exhibit 
14-2 a check dated September 4, 1956, $275.31, payable to a Gloria 
Penner, September 4, '56, the same appropriation which purports, sir, 
to be endorsed by Gloria Penner and second endorsed by Doris McCann; 
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is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you likewise cash that check, sir? A. Apparently so; 
my number is on it. 

Q. All right, and the check, sir, is known as Government Exhibit 
14-3, October 2, 1956, $308.36 to Gloria Penner; I'll ask you, sir, if 
that is likewise endorsed by Gloria Penner and second endorsed by 
anyone? A. Second endorsement is James R. Hawkins, looks like. 

Q. All right, sir, did you likewise cash that check? 

A. My stamp is on it. 

Q. Do you know a James Hawkins? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Do you know him to be employed up there? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Where? A. In the House folding Room. 

Q. All right, sir, and the Exhibit, sir, known as Government 
Exhibit 14-4, a check for $329. 82 to Gloria Penner, dated November i 
1956, I'll ask you, sir, if that likewise purports to be endorsed by 
Gloria Penner gnd second endorsed by Doris McCann? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you cash that one too, sir? 

A. My stamp is on this one. 

. And, sir, the check, Government Exhibit 14-5 for $210.82 
dated December 3, 1956 to Gloria Penner, was that check likewise first 
endorsed purportedly by Gloria Penner and second endorsed by Doris 
McCann? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you likewise cash that? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And the Exhibit 14-6, $202.96, dated December 31, 1956, 
to Gloria Penner was that likewise, sir, purportedly endorsed by Gloria 
Penner and second endorsed by Doris McCann? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you cash that? A. Yes. 

Q. And the check, Government Exhibit 14-7, dated February 1, 
1957, $232.39, to Gloria Penner, same appropriation; is that purported 
to be first endorsed by Gloria Penner and second endorsed by McCann? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you cash it? A. Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: 14-10 is the next one. 
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BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. The exhibit, sir, 14-10, May 1, '57, $229.06, to Gloria 
Penner, same appropriation, likewise acer to be endorsed by 

Gloria Penner? A. And James Hawkins. ! 

Q. Yes, sir, that is the same James Hawkins that you previously 
identified? A. I presume so. 

Q. Well tell me, sir, is that the same signature that you had 
presented to you? A. It appears to be the same signature as on the 
previous check, yes, sir. 

Q. All right, sir, and did you likewise cash that? A. Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Who are you going to next, Mr. Smithson? Maybe 
I can help you. 

MR. SMITHSON: I think it's Day, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: That would be 2-4, I think. 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes, sir. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. I show you Government Exhibit 2-4, check June}1, 1956, 
$288.51, to John F. Day, the same appropriation; does that purfort, sir, 
to be signed by a John F. Day and second endorsed by Doris McCann? 

A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Did you cash it? 
A. Yes, sir. 
* * 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. AndI show you, sir, Government Exhibit 14-15, dated 
October 2, 1956, a check for $198.83 to John F. Day, same appropriation; 
does that, sir, purport to be endorsed by John Day and a James Hawkins? 
A. Yes. 

Q. And did you cash that? A. Yes, sir. 

* * * * * 

Q. And sir, the Exhibit 14-16, dated November 1, | 1956, $267.05, 
John Day, does this purport, sir, to be signed by John Day and second 
endorsed by Doris McCann? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. And did you cash it? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And, sir, the next one, Government Exhibit 14-17, $214.04 
to John Day, does that purport to be signed by John Day and second 
endorsed by McCann? A. That's right. 

Q. Did you cash that? A. Yes. 

Q. Check 14-18, $202.96 is dated December 31, 1956 to John 
Day, likewise purports to be first endorsed by him and second endorsed 
by McCann. A. That's right, sir. 

Q. Did you cashit? A. Yes, sir. 

= * * * x 

Q. The check dated May 1, 1957 for $220.59 to John Day, same 
appropriation, does that purport, sir, to have been signed by John Day 
and second endorsed by James Hawkins? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you cashit? A. Yes, sir. 

* * * * * 


Q. The check, sir, of August 1, 1957 for $229.06 to the order 


of John Day, do you find that first endorsed by John Day or purportedly 
so? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And the second endorsement, James Hawkins? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Did you likewise cash that? A. Yes, sir. 


* * * * * 


Q. And showing you, sir, Government Exhibit 2-9, a check of 
February 1, 1956, $43.72 pay to the order of Richard E. Spotts, folding 
room, folding documents 1956 appropriation, does that, sir, purport to 
be first endorsed by Richard E. Spotts? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you know Richard E. Spotts? A. I couldn't say now 
that I know a Richard E. Spotts. Apparently the check was presented 
and he purported to be the endorser. 

Q. In other words, sir, if he presented the check to you and it 
was 2 Government check and it was endorsed like that, being in the 
Cashier's Office, you would have cashed it; is that correct? 

A. That's right. 
Q. And that is the cash number of yours, the number II stamp? 


409 
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A. May Ladd, ifI may, Your Honor; it would be customary, particularly 
on the pay day of that particular office to assume the first endorser was 
the payee named on the check. 

Q. Allright, sir. A. Since everyone was paid that day. 

Q. And, sir, if a bunch of checks came over by one person -- 
and that occurred sometimes, did it not -- one person would bring over 
several checks? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You'd add them up and then pay the total; isn't that correct? 
A. No. 

Q. How would you do it? 

A. No, I would cash each one individually because whoever took 
the money back would have to break it down. 

Q. Yes, but I mean you would accept each check and cash it 
individually? A. Yes. 

Q. Because it came from this employee of the folding Room? 
A. That's right. 

Q. Whoever it was? A. Yes. 

* * *x * * 

Q. I show you Government Exhibit 2-12 which is a check of June 
1, 1956, $271.88, to Bernice Fordham over the 1956 folding documents 
appropriation which, sir, purports to be signed by Bernice Fordham and 

second endorsement of Doris McCann; is that correct, sir? 

A. That's right. 
Q. Did you cash that, sir? A. Yes, sir. 
* * * * 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Yes, sir, Government Exhibit 14-28, a check for the date of 

September 4, 1956, $275.31 to Bernice Fordham. I show you this check, 


sir, and ask you if this bears a purported endorsement of| Bernice 
Fordham and Doris McCann? A. That's right. | 
Q. And did you cash it? A. Yes. 
Q. And the check, sir, 14-31, the check of December 8, 1956, 
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for $210.82 to Bernice Fordham; is that the same situation, sir, endorsed 
allegedly by Bernice Fordham and Doris McCann and cashed by you? 
A. That's right. 

= * * * * 

Q. Now, I show you the Exhibit, sir, 14-33 for $232.39, 
February 1, "57, to Bernice Fordham, likewise, sir, endorsed 
Fordham, McCann, and cashed by you. A. That's right. 

= * * * * 

Q. Check dated May 1, ‘57, $229.06 to Bernice Fordham, 
allegedly endorsed by Bernice Fordham and second endorsed by James 
Hawkins and cashed by you; is that correct? A. Right. 

Q. Showing you at this time, sir, Government Exhibit 14-29, a 
check of October 2, 1956, for $308.36, to Bernice V. Fordham, purports 

. to be endorsed, sir, by Bernice Fordham and James Hawkins; do you 
see that? A. Yes. 

Q. And did you cash it? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And the check, sir, 14-30, dated November 1, '56 to 
Bernice Fordham for $329.82, purports likewise to be endorsed by 

Fordham and Doris McCann, and did you cash it? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Then, sir, this instrument, check, December 31, ‘56 for 
$202.96 to Bernice Fordham purports to be cashed, signed by Bernice 
Fordham and second endorsed by Doris McCann; and did you cash it? 
A. Yes, sir. 


* * 


GARNER J. CLINE 

* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

* * x * * 

Q. Prior to that where were you? A. Prior to that time I was 
clerk of the Patronage Committee. 
420 Q. And is that of the House of Representatives? A. Of the 


House of Representatives, yes. 
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Q. When did you hold that position, sir? A. January 1955 
through March '57. 
Q. Tell me, sir, did you -- do you, or did you in 1955, 
and '57, know a Claude A. Taylor? A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Do you see that person here? A. Yes, I do. 
Q. Where is he? A. Sitting at the table over here? 
Q. And at that table there are how many people? A. Two. 
Q. And which is he as you face them? A. Gentleman to the right. 
Q. May the record reflect the identification of the defendant by 
the witness? | 
THE COURT: Record will so show. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: F 
Q. Tell me, sir, did you know him to be employed anywhere? 
A. Idid. | 
Q. Where? A. He was employed by the House of Representatives 
as superintendent of the Folding Room. | 
Q. And do you recall the period of time he was so employed? 
A. He was recommended by the Committee for appointment in January, 
"55. 
Q. Was he appointed at that time? A. Yes. 
* * * * * 
Q. Now, sir, with regard to the hourly rate employes, piece 
workers, was such advice received by your committee for those 
three years? A. The Committee was advised from time to time of the 
number and the names of the people who were employed on the rate rolls. 
Q. Tell me, sir, to your recollection, were you ever advised 
of the employment of a Gloria Penner? A. Not to my recollection. 
Q. Or aJohn Day? A. Not to my recollection. 
Q. Bernice Fordham? A. Not to my recollection. 
Q. Richard E. Spotts? A. Not to my recollection. 
* * * * * 
Q. All right, now tell me this, sir; did you ever have any con- 
versation with the defendant, Claude A. Taylor, with regard to putting 
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anyone that you knew on the payroll of the House Folding Room? A. Yes. 
= = ® * * 

Q. Now, Mr. Cline, I'd like to have you relate to us conversa~- 
tion as best you recall it, that the defendant had with you regarding the 
appointment of this person. A. He suggested that perhaps I would want 
to put my wife on the rate payroll. 

Q. What did you say to that? A. She was presently employed 
in a capacity in another job. 

Q. All right, what did he say to that? A. He said, "Well, she 
wouldn't have to come in all the time and ™ -- that was about the sum of it. 

Q. All the time, sir? A. Yes. ; 

= = * *x * 

Q. Do you recall the conversation, sir, that you had with Mr. 
Broden and I a day or so ago? A. I do. 

Q. Do you recall, sir, the statements being made to me and 
Mr. Broden to the effect that when the defendant spoke with you and you 
informed him that your wife was already working, he came back and 
said, “Who said anything about her working?" A. The first statement 
was that she would not have to come in all the time. 

Q. Allright. A. AndI asked what was meant by this; and the 
reply was, "Well, she wouldn't have to come in.” 


* * * * * 


DORIS McCANN 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 


* * * * * 


436 Q. Where are you employed? A. House of Representatives, 
House Folding Room. 
Q. And how long have you been working there? A. Since March 
6, 1945. 
Q. And how long have you been at the Folding Room; all that time? 
A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. Now, do you know a person by the name of Claude A. Taylor? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Do you see that person in the courtroom? A. ves, sir. 
Q. Where is he? A. Sitting right over there. (Indicating) 
Q. At that table there are how many people, Mrs. McCann? 
A. Two. 
@. And which is he as you face the table? A. In the light gray suit. 
MR. SMITHSON: May the record reflect the witness identified 
the defendant, Your Honor? 
THE COURT: The record will so indicate. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Mrs. McCann, when did you first meet or ee Claude A. 
Taylor, the defendant? 
A. Sometime in the early fifties he worked across the hall as 
a rate worker. I don't know whether it was '52 or 53; I'm not sure. 
Q. All right, I'd like to direct your attention, Ma'’m, to the 
period beginning with January of 1955. Did you know Mr. Taylor then, 
the defendant? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. What was his position then? A. In ‘55 he came there as. a 
superintendent of the House Folding Room. 
Q. And you were working there at that time? A. I happened 
to be in the office, yes, sir. 
Q. What were you doing in the office at that time, Mrs. McCann? 
A. Well, I'd been in there assisting the other secretary on the payroll 
at various times. 
Q. Who was the other secretary? A. Mrs. Vollmer Scott. 
Q. And at the time or immediately preceding Mr. Taylor, the 
defendant, coming in there, who had been the superintendent; do you 
recall? A. Mr. O. J. Minnix. 
Q. And this Miss or Mrs. Scott was his secretary? A. Yes, sir. 
438 Q. Now, when Mr. Minnix left, did Mrs. Scott leave also? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Who was secretary then? A. Well, at the time, no one. 
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Q. Who became secretary? A. I did. 

Q. Who appointed or designated you as secretary? A. I was told 
by the Patronage Committee. 

Q. Allright, for whom did you work? A. For whom? 

Q. Yes. A. Mr. Claude Taylor. 

Q. That is this defendant? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And were you the sole secretary, or were there other sec- 
retaries there? A. No, sir, 00 other than myself. 

Q. Now, while you were there in that capacity, who would pre- 
pare the payrolls for the House Folding Room for the House of 
Representatives? A. Myself. 

Q. Who instructed you or told you how to prepare these payrolls, 
Mrs. McCann? A. When I went over to assist Mrs. Scott, I picked it 
up from there. 

Q. All right, and I take it then you did what had been going on 
before? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Tell me, when a person came on to work for the House 
Folding Room, did you maintain in the Folding Room any personnel cards 
or records for that person? A. Personnel cards, withholding statements 
and a loyalty affidavit. 

Q. You would prepare all three of them? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, the affidavits, that is, the loyalty affidavits, and the 
withholding statements, what was done with those? A. They went over 
to the Doorkeeper to be notarized. 


* * * * * 


Q. All right, and when you came to the preparation of this 


particular payroll, or payrolls, did you have more than one payroll in 
the House Folding Room? 

In other words, did you have a payroll for hourly rate employes 
which was the same or different than that of regular salary people? 
A. 1 did nothing but on rate. The regular roll was done under the 
Disbursing Office. 
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Q. You did only the rates? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And when you prepared the rate roll, where did you get the 
names of the persons that you placed on the roll? A. From the per- 
sonnel card and the vouchers as they came in. 
Q. All right now, where was the file or where was the supply of 
the vouchers maintained? 
A. Oh, I had them in a cupboard which was in the outer office. 
Also they were kept across the hall. 
Q. All right, to your knowledge, did the defendant Taylor ever 
have any blank vouchers? A. Well, I had the various times left blank 
notes in his office. | 
Q. Why did you leave blank vouchers in his office for him? 
A. That -- because I thought at the time he would need them in case I 
wasn't at work. | 


Q. All right, now, while you were there -- and you are still 
there in this place -- did you ever know a person by the name of 


Richard E. Spotts for one? A. No, sir. 
Q. Did you ever know Bernice Fordham or Bernice V. Fordham? 
A. No, sir. 
Q. Gloria Penner? A. No, sir. 
Q. John F. Day or John Day? A. No, sir. 
Q. Did you ever prepare any payroll vouchers in those names? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. At whose instructions did you prepare those payroll vouchers 
in those names? 
MR, BRENNAN: Objection, Your Honor; that is leading beyond 
all call. 
THE COURT: I don't think that is leading. I'll overrule the 
objection. It would be leading if he said, did so and so instruct you to do it. 
BY MR, SMITHSON: 
Q. At whose instructions did you prepare those payroll vouchers 
in those names? A. By Mr. Claude Taylor. 
Q. That is the defendant? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. This pay, this personnel card on these four names, Mrs. 
McCann, and particularly the personnel cards on those four names 
Spotts, Penner, Fordham, and Day, do you recall filling out those per- 
sonnel cards? A. I personally never fill out any personnel cards. The 
individual filled out the personnel cards. 

Q. All right, from whom did you receive or -~- strike that. 

Did you ever receive any such personnel cards on those four 
names? A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. Where did you get them? A. From Mr. Taylor's desk. 

Q. And tell me this: Had you ever had any conversation with 
the defendant Taylor relative to getting such cards from these people, 
these four names? A. Weil, I had asked for them several times, that 
I would have to have the personnel card for the record. 

Q. And what answer did he make if any? A. He said 1 would 
get them. 

Q. Ali right, now at the time that you ultimately got these per- 


sonnel cards, did you likewise get the loyalty affidavits and the with- 
holding certificates? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. At the same time or at different times? A. I got the loyalty 


affidavits and withholding statement before I received the personnel cards. 
: Q. Do you recall how much time lapse there was? A. Well, 
closest I can say is around two weeks. 

Q. Allright. A. On the personnel card. 

Q. Normally, Mrs. McCann - strike normally. 

Mrs. McCann, when you prepare payroll vouchers, when do you 
prepare them for the hourly rate eraployes; at the first, the middle, 
or the end of the month in other words? A. Its’ done at the end of the 
month but a lot of times the names were put in during the month, just 
the names, itself. 

Q. Ali right, and the names themselves, you mean you were 
told there were new employes? A. That is on all the rate workers. 

Q. Isee. 

Now, did you have a time sheet in 1955 and 1956 and 1957? 
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A. Yes, sir. I did. 
Q. Was that a daily, weekly, or monthly time sheet? A. That 
was a daily time sheet where they checked you in and out. 
Q. Now, Mrs. McCann, on that daily time sheet, did you prepare 
that time sheet? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And --A. Most af the time. 
Q. Pardon me? A. Most of the time; with the exception of when 
I was off. 
Q. All right, now did there ever come a time when they used a 
time clock? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. When was that? A. I think -- I'm sure, September of 1958. 
Q. Now, this daily time sheet which is Exhibit 9-4, Mrs. 
McCann, has been received in evidence as Exhibit 9-a, isja daily time 
sheet, the hourly rate employes of the Folding a5 for the year 
1955 with December on top. 
Is this list of names on the left-hand column which are typed or 
printed -- did you do that? A. Yes, sir 
Q. Will you speak -- keep your voice up? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Now, who would check in and check out these employes? 
A. Well, at times Mr. Elgin, which is the foreman, and Mr. Wagner, 
which is now deceased. 
Q. All right now, on some instances, take this date of December 
20, 1955, I notice initials down here in the bottom: "C.T"; whose 
initials are those? A. Mr. Claude Taylor's. 
Q. That is the defendant? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. At any time, Mrs. McCann, did you ever place the names of 
Penner, Spotts, Day or Fordham on the list of the hourly rate employes? 
A. No, sir. | 
Q. Why not? A. I was told not to. 
Q. Who told you? A. Mr. Claude Taylor did. 
@. Well now, when you had these particular papers, this Exhibit 
9-a or the hourly rate sheets and it came time for you to make up a payroll 
voucher, how would you do that, using these time sheets or anything else? 
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A. It would go into another ledger and it would be copied, the total of 
hours and the gross, and it would be filed over onto the voucher. 

Q. Now, tell me, have you been able -- have you made a check 
or search trying to locate the 1957 daily time sheets? A. Myself, no, 
sir, I have no idea where they are. 

Q. Have you seen others attempting to locate them? A. I was 
told that they were trying to -- 

Q. Not what you were told; you did not yourself? A. No, sir. 

Q. Ali right. 

I show you, Mrs. McCann, Government Exhibit 27-a which has 
been received in evidence as the reproduction of work sheets in the pre- 
paration of monthly reports of the House of Representatives Folding 
Room for the year 1955. Do you recognize this? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What is it? A. The time sheet from here is carried over on- 


to this book and from here put with the book to the voucher. 
Q. You mean you would post the time into this Exhibit 27-a? 


A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And then you would make your voucher up from that? 
A. From that, yes, sir. 

Q. Is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: What years does that cover? 

MR. SMITHSON: That is only one year, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Which year? Fifty-seven? 

MR. SMITHSON: Fifty-five. 

THE COURT: Fifty-five. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Showing you at this time Government Exhibit 9-b, which has 
been received in evidence as the daily time sheets for 1956, January 
through December, did you likewise type these particular names over 
here? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. On these forms? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And I'll show you at this time Government Exhibit 27-b 
which has been received in evidence as the work papers; are you 
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familiar with this form? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Is that the same form for the year 1956 you previously 

identified for 1955? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And I take it, the times and the dates on the exhibit, 9-b, for 

the year -- the daily time sheet for 1956, would be posted by you into the 

Exhibit 27-b prior to making up of the payroll vouchers; is that correct? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And this is what you would use to make up your! vouchers? 

A. The vouchers would be made from this. 

x * * * | * 

Washington, D. C. 

Monday, May 15, 1961. 


* * * 


DORIS McCANN 
* *. * 
FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATDON 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

@. Now, Mrs. McCann, I believe you had stated that there came 
a time that you received the personnel cards from the defendant Taylor. 
I believe that was your statement last Friday. Is that correct? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And were they filled out at that time? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Tell me, have you made any search to try and locate the 
four files on Day, Spotts, Penner and Fordham? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Have you been able to find any such cards? A, No, sir. 

Q. Now, what is a personnel card? What does it show? What 
does it indicate? A. Well, on the front it's the full name of the employee, 
their home address, a state address, when they are employed, the 
sponsor, their heighth and age, and on the back is the name, local ad- 
dress, home address, telephone number, date of birth, place of birth, 

whom to notify in case of accident, sponsor and state. 

Q. And did you have such a card on other employees of the 
House Folding Room, that is, of the hourly rate employees? 
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A. Pardon me? 

Q. Did you have such cards on other hourly rate employees that 
worked at the House Folding Room? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And when you would have these, where would you keep them? 
A. In the file cabinet in the outer office. 

Q. And would that be available to anyone besides yourself? In 
other words, was it available to the defendant should he care to see it? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. All right. Now, did you always use the same kind of per- 
sonnel card? A. I myself, but there was a different card when I came 
to work. There was a smaller card. 

Q. Let's go to your own card for 2 moment of illustration. How 
big is the personnel card of yourself? A. Well, I couldn't say. It's 
about that long (indicating), and about that wide. 

Q. How big is the newer one that you have mentioned? 

A. That's the newer one. 

Q. Itis? A. The older one is a little smaller. 

Q. All right. And:do you recall when any changeover on the - 
type of personnel card was used? A. On the employees that are working 
there now? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes, sir. I was told to make up some new per~ 
sonnel cards, just taking the information from the old ones, but just 
what year or what time I do not know. 

Q. Can you tell me whether or not it was within the period of 
1955, '56 or '57? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. It was in that period or not? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. It was? A. More like around *57. 

Q. All right. I would like to show you an exhibit for the record 
which has been identified as Defendant's Exhibit No. 1, for identification. 
Would you look at that. Have you seen such type cards before? 

A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Do you use such type cards in the Folding Room? A. Not now. 
Q. Did you at one time use such cards? A. We had started 
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this system and never completed it. 
Q. You said you received certain instructions about starting 
this system. From whom did you get those instructions? A. For 
making the new cards? 
Q. Yes. A. Mr. Taylor asked me to make up some new cards. 
Q. And do you recall how far you progressed in making up these 
new cards before you ceased or stopped doing it? A. I copldn't say 
how far I got through. | 
Q. Would you say you got half way through? A. A little less, 
I think. 
Q. Allright. Now, do you recognize that card or the name that's 
on there? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And I'll ask you if that's an employee of the House Folding 
Room at the present time? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And I will ask you if you had occasion in the last few days 
at anyone's request to check and determine whether or not there is a 


card such as that presently on file for that employee in the House 
Folding Room? A. One of the regular personnel cards now. 


Q. Allright. Now, I believe that when we adjourned on 
Friday for the weekend that you had described Exhibits 9-A and 9-B 
as the time reports, Daily Time Reports for the years 1955 and 1956, 
and that the exhibits which are known as 27-A and B are the 
worksheets you used progressing from these time sheets to these 
worksheets before you made up the voucher -- is that cortect? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Now, I would like to show you an Exhibit 10, which the 
Government has placed in evidence which purports to be a time report 
which covered a thirty-one day period of time for the year 1957. 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Are you familiar with this type of report? A.| Yes, sir. 
Q. Tell me, were you ever able to locate the Daily Time Sheets 
for 1957? A. No, sir. 
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Q. Are there indicated in here the records which you used for 
the preparation of the vouchers for the period 19 -- I should say the 
hours that you used for the preparation of the vouchers for 1957? 

A. Yes, sir 
* = * 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. At this time, Mrs. McCann, I would like to show you 
Government Exhibit No. 10, which for the record has been received in 
evidence as sort of a monthly report of the Folding Room of the House 
of Representatives. Now, the top part several sheets seem to be roughly 
twelve inches square. What is this? A. This is thenewest way of the 
payroll. 


. Speak right into that. A. Of the payroll. 

Q. That's the newest way of preparing it? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, going back here, for instance, shall we say of February 
and -- well, here’s another one -- August of '56, I show you here, for 


instance, the name Bernice Fordham, and this is for the date of August 
1956. It indicates 201 hours, $323.61 at a $1.61 an hour; Gloria Penner, 
201 hours at the same rate; and down here, John Day, ‘134 hours at the 
same rate for $215.74. These figures which are over here as the total, 
is that which would appear in your vouchers before they went to the 
Disbursing Clerk? A. Yes, sir, this is their gross pay. 

Q. Your wice drops, Mrs. McCann. That's the gross pay, 
you say? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. All right. Now, Bo eshte? eaeea ie to laine 

report. To whom does this report go? A. It goes to Mr. Miller 
in the House Disbursing Office. 

Q. And do the vouchers accompany that particular report? 
A. Yes, sir, at this time all of the vouchers would have to go over there. 

Q. By this time, do you mean at the time of this report, August 
19572 A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Allright. So that at that time the exhibit, which is Govern- 
ment Exhibit 11, would have to agree in amount, number and name with 
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the vouchers you submitted -- is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, I would like to at this time, Mrs. McCann, show you 
Government Exhibit No. 12, which has been received in evidence as an 
index and a pay record system. Would you tell us actually what this is? 
A. It was a monthly salary book. It was copies from the payroll every 
month and entered in here up until '56. 

Q. Allright. Up until 1956? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Did it include '56 or did it stop at the first of '56, if you 
recall? A. It included to my knowledge to '56. | 

Q. Allright. IfI might, I would like to show you the cards and 
ask you if they do not in fact of themselves indicate the last year for 
their purposes, 1956? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And you find them in there for John F. Day? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Gloria Penner? A. Yes, sir 

Q. Richard Spotts? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And Bernice Fordham? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, you have told us, Mrs. McCann, that you had typed 
each, or every so often these Exhibits 9-A and 9-B, which are the 
Daily Time Sheets with the typed names of the hourly rate employees on 
them -- is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And you have told us that the names of these four individuals 
that we are concerned with in this trial, Day, Spotts, Penner and 
Fordham, are not on this particular list? A. No, sir. 

Q. Why didn't you type them on this list? A. I was told to leave 
them off. 

Q. Who told you to leave them off? A. Mr. Taylor. 

Q. Did he tell you why to leave them off? A. No, sir. 

Q. When you were making up your vouchers, Mrs, McCann, you 
have testified that you used these Daily Time Sheets, 9-A and 9-B, and 
that you would post them to the Exhibits 27-A and B, now speaking of 
the years 1955 and '56? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And that you would work from those particular sheets, that 
is, the Exhibits 27-A and B? A. Yes, sir 
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Q. In the preparation of the vouchers -- is that correct? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Then, Mrs. McCann, by what means would you get the hours 
to insert on your worksheets in order to prepare a voucher for these 
people, Spotts, Day, Penner and Fordham? A. From Mr. Taylor. 

Q. And how would you get this? A. He would just give me the 
number of hours and I would just take it from there. 

Q. Now, these vouchers, Mrs. McCann, are signed or are 
purportedly signed by the claimant for this salary, the person who is 
supposed to have worked -- isn’t that true? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, did you ever receive any such signatures, see any such 
signatures, or any such vouchers with such signatures on them? 

A. They were signed when the voucher was given to me. 

Q. Well, now, who gave you the voucher? A. Mr. Taylor. 

Q. At the time he gave you these vouchers, would there be 
indicated on the voucher anything other then the signature of this pur- 
ported claimant? A. No, sir. 

Q. And it's your testimony that he would tell you how many hours 
to assess on each voucher? A. Yes and I would take it from there. 

Q. Ali right. 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, I am going to try to go through 
these voucher by voucher for Exhibit 1. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, I would show you at this time, Mrs. McCann, the 
Exhibit 1 (1), which has been received as a voucher for the name of 
Gloria Penner for $244.72 as you prepared it, and $209.92 net. Do 
you see that? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Have you seen this particular voucher before? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, at the time you received this voucher, how much of 
the information that is on this exhibit was there when you received it? 
A. Just the indorsement down here where it says "payee." 

Q. Just the indorsement where it says "payee"? 
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A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Inthe name of Gloria Penner? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Particularly I draw your attention to the name of Claude A. 
Taylor. Do you see that signature there? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Do you recognize that signature? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. I'll ask you whether or not you have seen the de fendant sign 
these vouchers? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Now, with regard to these other exhibits which, for instance, 
as in this one, Gloria Penner, where the payee's name is|indicated, I 
will ask you whether or not all of these exhibits were in the same form, 
that is, that they were barren of any information except the signature of 
the payee at the time you received them from the defendant Taylor? 

A. That's right, sir. 

THE COURT: Now, wait a minute. What do you mean by barren 
of information. Do you mean that there was no hours or gross amounts 
put in them? 

THE WITNESS: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, I think, no that there were not any, 
is what I think she means to say. In other words -- if I might, Your 
Honor -- since there seems to be a question. 

BY MR, SMITHSON: 

Q. This form says "House of Representatives of the United 
States Voucher." This typed signature up here, "Gloria Penner, House 
of Representatives Folding Room," was that on there when you received 
it? A. No, sir. | 

Q. And this "Folding Documents 1956 Appropriations Stamp," 
was that up there? A. That is done over at the Capitol. | 

Q. Allright. Now, over here on the date of service, where it's 
filled in "1956, from 5/1 to 5/31," was that on there when you received 
it? A. No, sir. 

Q. What about the amount down here of 211 hours|at $1.61 gross 
per hour -- was that in there? A. No, sir. 
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Q. What about this figure of $889.71 gross total $339.71? 
A. No, sir. 

Q. You put this information on this -~ is that correct? 

A. Down to where it says gross total. 

Q. Allright. Now, when you put this information on, you have 
told us that these were already signed Gloria Penner before you received 
them from the defendant Taylor -- is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What did you do with these vouchers after you had prepared 
them down to the gross total? Did you give them to anyone? A. They 
had to go back to Mr. Taylor for his signature to go over with the 
payroll. 

Q. They were not signed at the time you made that paper up? 

A. No, sir. 
THE COURT: They were not signed by whom? Let's keep this 
MR. SMITHSON: All right. 
BY MR, SMITHSON: 
Q. Not signed by the defendant Taylor? Is that correct? 
A. No, sir. 
Q. Were they signed by William M. Miller at that time? 
A. No, sir. 

Q. Were they signed by Ralph R. Roberts? A. No, sir. 

Q. Or Omar Burleson? A. No, sir. 

Q. At this time now, Mrs. McCann, I'm placing before you 
Government Exhibit No. 10, which you have previously seen and referred 
to as the time report. Now, it is noted, Mrs. McCann, that for the period — 

of January and February of 1957, although there are vouchers in 
for this period of time, there is no time report for those months in either 


one of the four years -- of the four names -- I beg your Parioe “~ Ne 
time report of this on either one of them. Can you explain that? Do 
you know whether or not you made up one? A. Do you mean the Daily 


Time Sheet? 
Q. No, this form. The Daily Time Sheet is the other exhibit. 
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There is none in here, for instance, for Day or Spotts or Penner or 
Fordham for the first months, January and February. Do you know 
whether or not you made up sucha form? A. I'm not positive. 

Q. Allright. Now, I'd like to point your attention to this one, 
which is a part, Your Honor, of the Exhibit 10, and which purports to 
be, or represent Gloria Penner at the rate of compensation $1.61 per 
hour for March of 1957. | 

THE COURT: Wait, does that have any folio number or anything? 

MR. SMITHSON: No, it does not, sir. It's only a part of the 
Exhibit 10, and I have placed a clip thereon. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. SMITHSON: And they are not difficult to find, sir. 

THE COURT: It might be for the Court of Appeals. 

MR. SMITHSON: Well, that's the reason for identifying it for the 


month, Your Honor, in the one name. 


* * * * 


BY MR. SMITHSON: | 
Q. Now, this is for the month of March 1957. I notice down on 
this form there is a total of 165 hours at $1.61 per hour, a total amount 
due of $265.65. Do you so read this form, Mrs. McCann?/A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Now, I also notice there is no breadkown of any hours during 
that month for any day. Is that correct? A. Yes, sir. | . 
Q. Let me ask you this. Did you ever see a time gheet, a Daily 
Time Sheet which would have given you this information so|that you could 
post this to this time record? A. No, sir. | 
Q. Yet to take this example which is contained within the same 
form, I give you the name of Vanetti Mott for March of 1957 -- M-O-T-T -- 
do you see that? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Now, the same type of information as to 155 hours at $1.61 
for a total of $249.55 is indicated, but there is a breakdown each day as 


to the number of hours; for instance, seven, three, seven,| seven, a 
blank day, seven, seven, three -- is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Did you post this time to these sheets? A. Yes, sir. 


184 


Q. And would that have been done from the Daily Time Sheets? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. However, going back here, Mrs. McCann, I would show you 
this exhibit, or this sheet of this Exhibit 10, which relates to a person 
by the name of John Day, whom you've indicated you've never met -- 
is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. For the month of July ata $1.61 an hour --- 

THE COURT: July of what year is this? 

MR. SMITHSON: ‘57, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: ‘57 still? 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes, sir. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. (Continuing) -- fora total of 166 hours at $1.61 for $267.46 
total. Do you see that? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, there are certain hourly breadkowns here. On this 
form -- seven, seven, seven, seven, three -- certain breaks for days 
off. Did you put those figures in on that form? A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. From where did you get those figures? A. From this total 
I just broke them down to days. 

Q. And did you ever see 2 time sheet that would have shown those 
figures for each day? A. No, sir. 

THE COURT: How did that work? I don’t understand that. Do 
you mean you just dreamed up some figures that came out with that 
total? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir, but I was given the total of hours. Then 
I would have to break them down into days. 

BY THE COURT: 

Q. How would you do that? Do you mean, for example, in July 
there were 166 hours? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, did you just get the 166 hours and then you break it 
down into days, or what did you do? A. From the hundred and sixty 
some hours it was broke down to days for the month. 

Q. How would you break it down? A. I used the hours that I 
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was given and multiplied by 161 in order to make it work out 
hours each day for that month. 
THE COURT: Do you understand that? 
MR. SMITHSON: Yes, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: I'm derned if I do. 
MR. SMITHSON: All right, let's see if I can empiaiait: 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. You started with a total of 166 hours -- is'that correct? 
A. Yes, sir. | 
Q. Well, now, there are certain days which were Saturday and 
Sunday you didn't work -- is that correct? A. We work on Saturdays. 
Q. Not all -- well, Saturdays sometimes and never on Sunday 
is that correct? A. No, sir. 
Q. Now, you have certain number of days per month in which 
to account for that total number of hours? A. Yes, sir. | 
@. Now, what the Court would like to know, Mrs.) McCann, is 
how did you break it down as to the number of hours on any particular 
day that you put down on that form; in other words, how, hike in some 
of them, did you arrive at seven hours and how at three hours on some 
days, and how did you use those figures? A. Itis mostly seven hours a 
day and three on Saturday. | 
Q. Allright. A. Which would balance out the amount of hours 
that I was given. 
Q. I see. 
* * 
BY THE COURT: | 
Q. Now, Mrs. McCann, I see here on this sheet 'that for the 
month of July '57 you have got on the first day of July seven 
hours, 2nd day seven hours, $d day seven hours, 4th was a holiday, 
5th day seven hours, and the 6th day three hours. Now did you just 
use these sevens and threes and assign them arbitrarily to week days 
and Saturdays until you could come up with 166 hours? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. Well, why did you do that? A. Well, I think I done it for 
my own benefit so I would have something down on the paper, though 
there were several of them was blank, and I just happened to be going 
through them, and I think there's another one in there that's probably 
been carried out too. 

Q. Well, now, the next one, page here, is Eberharter, andI 
notice the ist of July he worked four hours; the 2nd, seven; 8rd, seven; 
the 5th, seven; ‘the 6th,: threes > You get over in the third week and the 
fourth week, the 22nd he worked three hours; 28rd, seven hours; 24th, 
one hour. Was that made up the same way? A. That was taken from 
the time sheets. 

Q. In other words, on him you had atime sheet? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. But on Day you didn't? A. No, sir. 

THE COURT: All right, I think I understand it now. 


* * * * * 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 


Q. I show you, Mrs. McCann, Government Exhibit 2 (2), which 
has been received in evidence as a check under date of June 1, 1956, 
payable in the sum of $288.51 to one Gloria Penner, which is on an 
“Appropriation Folding Documents, 1956," and it's indorsed on the back 
"Gloria Penner," and a second indorsement. Do you recognize the 
second indorsement? A. That is my indorsement. 


x * * * * 


Q. Now, Mrs. McCann, when you placed this indorsement on 
this check, where had you gotten that check? A. From Mr. Claude 
Taylor. 

Q. And you say you got it from him. How did you happen to get 
the check from him? A. Well, he asked me to take it over to the 
Sergeant At Arms and have it cashed. 

Q. And who had the check at the time he made this request of 
you? A. Mr. Taylor. 

Q. Well, where was this done, in the Capitol or outside? 

A. No, sir, in his office. 
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Q. At the time that you received -- I take it you received the 
check from him? You did take it from him? A. Yes, sir! 
Q. Tell me, was this check indorsed at the time that you re- 
ceived it with the name of Gloria Penner on the rear of it, or back of it? 
A. Yes, sir, it was. 
Q. Did you ever know a Gloria Penner or see that Sea indorsed 
"Gloria Penner" by any person? A. No, sir. 
Q. Now, this check was taken, it indicates, and the witness has 
testified, cashed at the Sergeant At Arms of the House of Representatives. 
Tell me, Mrs. McCann, on these pay days, did you, or did the 
people of your staff, the Folding Room, take other persons’ checks up 
there to the House, or to the Sergeant At Arms to be cashed? A. Yes, 
sir, it has been done, but I don't know exactly when. 
Q. Allright. But you do know of your own knowledge that some 
‘employees would take other employees’ checks up there for cashing -- 
is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. Now, Mrs. McCann, this check is for $288.51 /and you say 


that it was cashed and you received the funds. What did you do with 
those funds when you .received them? A. I came back and turned 
them over to Mr. Taylor. 
Q. Allright. I show you Government Exhibit 2(3), date of 
July 2, 1956, $265.88, Gloria Penner again, Folding Documents, '56, 
indorsed on the back "Gloria Penner" and "Doris McCann." Did you 
do the same thing there? A. Yes, sir. | 
Q. Did you give the funds to him after you cashed it? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. I show you this exhibit, which is 2(4) for $288.51, June 1, 
'56, in the name of John F. Day. I'll ask you if you likewise received 
that from the defendant? A. Yes, sir 
Q. Was it signed by Day at the time you received it? A. It had 
already been indorsed. | 
Q. And you so second indorsed it and cashed it? A. Yes, sir, 
I had to put my indorsement because the gentleman at the Sergeant At 


188 


Arms asked me about the lady's checks, if they happened to be my checks, 
and I said, “No, sir." Then he said he could see that was for a gentle - 
man so he said I still had to put my indorsement. 

Q. And that's Teller Number 3, Mr. Wilson -- is that correct? 
A. I don't remember the gentleman at the time. 

Q. Tell me, do you know a James Hawkins? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Is he an employee of the House of Representatives Folding 
Room? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. I show you this Exhibit 2(8), date of December $1, '55, "Pay 
to the order of Richard E. Spotts $185.18, Folding Document, '56 
Appropriation.” It's indorsed on the back by Richard Spotts. Did you 
ever see Richard Spotts indorse that check? A. No, sir. 

Q. It's second-indorsed by you, Mrs. McCann? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. From where did you get that check? A. From Mr. Taylor. 

Q. And you cashed it at the House ---A. (Interposing) 
Sergeant At Arms. 

Q. Allright. And with the proceeds, the $185.00 -- what did 
you do with that? A. I came back and handed it over to Mr. Taylor. 

Q. I show you at this time, Mrs. McCann, Exhibit 2(12) which 
is a check to one Bernice Fordham, $271.88, dated June 1, '56, same 
appropriation, and indorsed on the back "Bernice Fordham." Did you 
ever see anyone make that indorsement, “Bernice Fordham"? 
A. No, sir, I did not. 

Q. Where did you get this check? A. From Mr. Taylor. 

Q. And there is the second indorsement thereon, ma'am, of 
Doris McCann. Is that your name? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And did you so indorse it? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, you cashed this, I see, from the stamp, from Teller 
No. 3, Mr. Wilson, at the Sergeant At Arms. What did you do with the 
proceeds, ma'am? A. Took them back and handed them to Mr. Taylor. 

Q. Exhibit 2(13) a check for $265.33 to Bernice V. Fordham, 
duly 2, ‘56, same appropriation. I will ask you, ma’am, if this was 

the same circumstances on the cashing of this check? 
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A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Now, on all of these checks when you cashed bas at Mr. 
Taylor's request in these four names, they were already indorsed? 
A. Yes, sir, they were. 
Q. Let me ask you this for the record, Mrs. McCann. Did you 
ever use or indorse on the back of any Government check the name of 
Bernice Fordham? A. No, sir. 
Q. Or the name of Richard E. Spotts? A. No, sir. 
@. Or the name of John Day? A. No, sir | 
Q. How about Gloria Penner? A. No, sir. | 
Q. Now, did you ever have any conversation, Mrs. McCann, with 
the defendant Taylor regarding why you should cash these checks for 
these other people? A. Well, I asked him first why I should go over to 
have them cashed when the people were working upstairs. 
Q. How do you know they were working upstairs, ma'am? 
A. Well, I was told they were working upstairs. 
Q. Who told you they were working upstairs? A.) 
Taylor. | 
THE COURT: Where is upstairs? 
THE WITNESS: That's what I was told, upstairs. 
THE COURT: What did that mean to you? 
THE WITNESS: Well, it could have been a Member "s office, 
or it could have been some committee, but just where I did not know. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: | 
@Q. And you are in the basement, are you not? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And this particular Sergeant At Arms -- strike that. Your 
office is located where, in the basement of what building, ma ‘am? 
A. New House Office Building. | 
Q. The New House Office Building? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Now where is the Sergeant At Arms' office i 
A. Over on the street floor of the Capitol. 
Q. I see. Now, were you ever directed to take these funds from 
these checks that you had cashed and personally deliver them to any of 
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these people? A. No, sir. 

@. You always brought them back to the defendant Taylor? 
A. Mr. Taylor, yes, sir. 

Q. Was that by any direction or request of the defendant? 

A. Well, he told me to bring it back and he would see that the 
person got the money. 

Q. Isee. 


MR. SMITHSON: Will you indulge me just a moment, Your Honor? 


THE COURT: All right. 
(Mr. Smithson conferred with Mr. Broden.) 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, Mrs. McCann, I want to show you at this time Gov- 
ernment Exhibit No. 19, which has been received in evidence as a tax 
return for one Bernice Fordham, 487 G Street, Southwest, Washington, 
D. C., for the year 1956, indicating an employer, U. S. House of 


Representatives, 2 total wages of $2717.68, a tax of $601.00 paid or 


withheld, a tax due of $368.00 and an overpayment of tax indicating a 
refund of $33.00. I show you this form, ma'am, and ask you if you 
have seen this before, shall we say before March of 1960? A. Well, 
this was something that I had received with a windowed picture, but 
I'm not sure about this or not. That is my address on there, was my 
address. 

Q. 487 G Street was your address -- is that correct? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. While you were there did you ever know a Bernice Fordham 
to be living there? A. No, sir, I did not. 

Q. Is that an apartment building or an individual dwelling? 
A. Individual dwelling. 

Q. And you and who lived there? A. My father and my sister, 
my husband and myself. 

Q. All right. I show you at this time, Mrs. McCann, Govern- 
ment Exhibit 21, ‘which is a check, a tax refund check for the year 1956 
to Bernice Fordham of 487 G Street, Southwest, Washington, D. C-, 
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for $33.00, and I show this particular form and I'll ask you, did you 
sign the name "Bernice Fordham" thereon? A. No, sir, I did not. 
Q. Now, you have remarked that you saw something in a 
window envelope. Do you recall making that statement? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And did you have any conversation with the defendant relative 
to this piece of mail in this window envelope coming to your home? 
A. Well, I had called Dad this day and he told me --- 
Q. No, you got certain information, and once you got that in- 
formation, did you or did you not have a conversation with the defendant 
relative to this piece of mail? A. Yes, sir. I was to bring it in the 
following day and he would see that that person got it. 
Q. He would see that person got it? A. Yes, sir 
* * * * 
REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. I show you, Mrs. McCann, Government Exhibit 3(1) in the 


name of Richard E. Spotts. Did you sign that payee'’s line there? A. No, sir. 
; Q. Was this made up, as you have heretofore indicated, in the 
name of Spotts at the direction of the defendant Taylor? A. Yes, sir. 
The only time when I received them was with the signature on there. 
That was the only thing that was on the voucher. 
-@. Allright. Would that likewise apply to Exhibit 3(2) also in 


the name of Spotts? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And 3(8)? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Now, Mrs. McCann, I show you these checks here. This is 
Government Exhibit $(4) in the name of Richard E. Spotts. It's a check 
dated August 30, 1955, to that payee for $222.41. Did you write any of 
that indorsement on there? A. No, sir, I did not. 
Q. All right, do you recognize anyone's indorsement thereon? 
A. Mr. Taylor's. 
Q. All right. I show you Government Exhibit 3(5), October 3, 
1955, a check for $208.87, Richard E. Spotts. I will ask you if 
you wrote any part of the indorsement thereon? A. No, ‘sir, I did not. 
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Q. Do you recognize anyone's signature there? A. Mr. Taylor's. 

Q. Ali right, now, I would like to ask you just one or two more. 
Well, one question I would like to ask you. These personnel cards that 
you have spoken about that you have the information on that is longhand, 
did you make up the information on the four persons, Spotts, Day, 
Fordham and Penner? A. No, sir, I did not make the personnel cards at 
all. Each individual fills out their own card. 

Q. Where did you get those cards on those four names? 

A. From Mr. Taylor's desk. 

Q. Were they already made out at that time? A. Yes, sir, they 
were. 

Q. All right. I show you at this time, ma‘am, Government's 
Exhibits 14(1) - 14(13), andI will ask you, ma'am, to look at these 
exhibits and state whether or not you made any of the first indorsements 
on those checks in the names of Penner, Day, Fordham or Spotts? 

* * * * * 
FURTHER REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Mrs. McCann, I'd like you to examine each of these exhibits, 
which are 14(1) - 14(13), 14(15), 14(16) through (26) -- 14(14) is also in 
this -- 14(27), 14(29), (30) and (32), 14(28), 14(31), 14(33) through 14(39), 
and I think I"ll ask you about this one. I'll ask you to examine them, 
whether or not you wrote the first indorsement in the names of Penner, 
Spotts, Day or Fordham? In other words, did you write any of these 
names on the back of any of those checks? 

{The witness examined the exhibits.) 

A. No, sir, I did not. 
x * * * 
FURTHER REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 


* * ¥ = * 


Q. Allright. Now these dates that you’ve been asked about, 


144 


Q. Richard E. Spotts? A. No, I don't know him either. 
Q. Tell me, Mr. Hawkins, have you ever cashed checks, that 
is, carried checks to be cashed for anyone who worked at that time at 
the House Folding Room? A. Yes, sir, I have. | 
Q. For whom? A. For Mr. Taylor and quite a few other people 
who worked there. 
Q. All right, sir. I'm going to show you some exhibits, sir, 
beginning with the Exhibits 14(1) through 14(13). I would like to show 
you, sir, to begin with, the Exhibit known as 14(3), which is a check 
over the date of October 2d, 1956, to Gloria Penner for $308.36 from 
the Folding Documents 1957 Appropriation, indorsed on the back, sir, 
"Gloria Penner" and second-indorsed. Do you see that? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Whose second indorsement is that? A. It's mine. 
Q. Where did you get that check from, sir? A. I got it from 
Mr. Taylor. 
Q. From Mr. Taylor? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Was it indorsed when you got itfrom him? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. It had the name "Gloria Penner" on there when you got it? 
A. Yes, sir. | 
Q. Did he give you any instruction on these checks as to what 
you were to do with them? A. Only asked me to cash them. | 
Q. What were you to do with them after you cashed them? 
A. I gave it back to him. | 
Q. Gave the money back to him? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. I would like to show you at this time, Mr. Hawkins, 
Government Exhibit 14(8), which is a check dated March 1, 1957, $220.80 


to the order of Gloria Penner from the same appropriation, and likewise, 
sir, indorsed on the back "Gloria Penner" and your signature. Do you 


see that? A. Yes, sir. | 


Q. Now, tell me, sir, was it so indorsed "Gloria Penner" when 
you first saw it? A. It sure was. | 
Q. Where did you get it? A. I got it from Mr. Taylor. | 


Q. That's the defendant Taylor? A. Yes, sir. 
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or these months and these names of Penner and Fordham, Day and 
Spotts, the figures which are in there in your handwriting, where did 
you get those totals, the total hours? A. From Mr. Taylor. 

Q. Did you have any time sheets by which you could post these 
times to the credit of these individuals? A. No, sir, I had nothing 
but the hours that were given to me. 

Q. And that was the hours which the defendant told you when 
he told you to make up the vouchers? A. Yes, sir. 


* * * = x 


JAMES R. HAWKINS 
* = * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* *x * * * 
Q. Where are you employed, sir? A. At the House of 
Representatives Folding Room. 
Q. How long have you been there, sir? A. Eight years. 
Q. And were you there, sir, and working regularly during the 
time of 1955, 1956, and 1957? A. Yes, sir, I was. 
Q. Mr. Hawkins, do you know a person by the name of Claude 
A. Taylor?A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Do you see that person in the courtroom? A.. Yes, sir. 
* * * * * 
Q. Mr. Hawkins, did you work for the defendant when he was 
Superintendent of the House Folding Room? A. Yes, sir, I did. 
Q. And for the period of 1955, "56 and in the first eight or 
nine months of '57 -- A. Yes, sir. 
Q. (Continuing) -- were you working there? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Do you know a person, sir, by the name of Gloria Penner? 
A. No, sir, Idon't.— 


Q. Did you ever meet anyone by that name? A. No, sir. 
Q. How about John F. Day? A. I don't remember him either. 
Q. And how about Bernice V. Fordham? A. I don't know her. 
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Q. Now, did you cash this? A. I did. 
Q. What did you do with the money you got? A. I gave it back 
to Mr. Taylor. 
; Q. Allright, sir. I show you at this time 14(9) for $227.45, 
Gloria Penner, April 1, '57. I will ask you, sir, the same questions. 
Was it indorsed when you received it? A. It was. 
Q. Did you get this from the defendant Taylor? A. Yes, sir, 
I did. | 
Q. This-is your indorsement? A. That's my indorsement. 
Q. Did you give the proceeds of cash to Mr. Taylor? A. I did. 
Q. Showing you, sir, 14(1), $229.06, Gloria Penner, date of 
1 May '57, was this also indorsed by Gloria Penner when you got it? 
A. Yes, sir. 


Q. Again, who gave it to you? A. Mr. Taylor. 


Q. This is your signature? A. That's my signature. 
Q. What did you do with the cash you recieved? A. I gave it 


back to -- gave the cash to Mr. Taylor. 
Q. Now, I will show you, sir Government's Exhibit 14(12), a 
check for $225.63 to Gloria Penner over the date of June 29, '57. I 
will ask you, sir, was this check indorsed in the name of Gloria Penner 
when you received it? A. Yes, sir, it was. 
Q. Did you receive it from the defendant Taylor? | A. I did. 
Q. Is that your signature? A. Yes, sir, it is. 
Q. What did you do with the cash? A. Gave it back to Mr. 
Taylor. 
Q. I show you, sir, Government's Exhibit 14(19), which pur- 
ports to be a check for $224.02, dated September 3, '57, to Gloria 
Penner. I will ask you, sir, when you saw that check did it have 
Penner's indorsement on it? A. It did. 
Q. Where did you get the check? A. I got it from Mr. Taylor. 
Q. You indorsed it? A. I indorsed it. It's my signature on 
the back. 
Q. You cashed it? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. What did you do with the cash? A. Gave it back to Mr. 
Tayior. 

Q. Showing you, sir, Government Exhibit 14(15), a check for 
$198.83 to John F. Day, dated October 2, "56. I will ask you, sir, is 
there an indorsement on there "John Day"? A. John Day, yes, sir. 

Q. Do you see your indorsement on here? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Where did you get this check? A. I gc it from Mr. Taylor. 

Q. You cashed it? A. I cashed it. 

Q. And the cash, what did you do with it? A. I gave it back to 
Mr. Taylor. 

Q. I show you at this time Government Exhibit 14(20), a check 
for March 1, 57, $210.82 to the order of John Day. I show you the 
back of this check, sir, and do you see an indorsement of John Day on 
there? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And your indorsement, "James Hawkins"? A. James 
Hawkins, yes, sir. 

Q. At the time you received this, did it have that indorsement 
"John Day” on it? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. From whom did you receive it? A. Mr. Taylor. 

Q. Did you cashit? A. I cashed it and gave the money back to 
Mr. Taylor. 

Q. All right, sir. I show you 14(21), sir, a check for $227.45 
to John Day, dated April 21, *57. Do you see an indorsement on the 
back of "John Day"? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Is it your indorsement? A. Yes, sir, "James Hawkins." 

Q. From whom did you get this check? A. I got it from Mr. 
Taylor. 

Q. Was it indorsed “John Day” when he gave it to you? 

A. Yes, it was. 

Q. The cash you received, what did you do with it? A. Igave 
it back to Mr. Taylor. 

Q. Showing you at this time Government's Exhibit 14 (24), 
$225.60 to the order of John Day, dated June 29, '57, I will ask you, 
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sir, if that's your indorsement on there? A. Yes, itis. | 
Q. There is an indorsement above of John Day -- is that correct? 
A. That's right. | 
Q. Where did you get this check? A. I got it from Mr. Taylor. 
Q. Was it indorsed "John Day” when he gave it to you? A. It was. 
Q. You cashed it; what did you do with the funds? A. I gave it 
back to Mr. Taylor. 
Q. Showing you 14(25), a check dated August 21, '57, $221.56 
to John Day, is your indorsement on there, Mr. Hawkins?| A. Yes, sir, 
it is. 


Q. Where did you get the check? A. I got it from Mr. Taylor. 
Q. Was it indorsed "John Day" at the time you got it? A. It was. 
Q. When you cashed it, what did you do with the proceeds? 
A. Gave it back to Mr. Taylor. 
Q. I show you, sir, 14(26), a check dated September 3, ‘57, to 
John Day for $224.02. Is that your indorsement on there? 


A. Yes, sir, itis. 
Q. Where did you get this instrument or check? A. I got it 
from Mr. Taylor. | 
Q. Was it indorsed "John Day" when you got it from him? 
A. It was. 
Q. When you cashed it what did you do with the proceeds? 
A. Gave it back to him, Mr. Taylor. 
Q. I would like to ask you, sir -- we've been talking in here 
about these checks for the moment of Gloria Penner and John Day. 
Tell me, sir, did you ever write the first indorsement of Gloria Penner 
or John Day on any of those checks? A. No, sir, I didn't. 
Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 14(29), al check for 
$309.86 to Bernice V. Fordham, an instrument dated October 2, 1956. 
I will ask you, sir, if that is your indorsement there "James R. 
Hawkins"? A. Yes, sir, it is. | 
@. Now, where did you get this instrument or check? 
A. I got it from Mr. Taylor. 
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Q. At the time you got it did it have this indorsement "Bernice 
Fordham" on it? A. Yes, it did. 

Q. You cashed the check? A. I did. 

Q. What did you do with the proceeds? A. Gave it back to Mr. 
Taylor. 

Q. I show you at this time, sir, Government Exhibit 14(34), 
dated March 1, 1957 for $220.80 to Bernice Fordham. I will ask you, - 
sir, if that's your indorsement "James Hawkins"? A. Yes, sir, it is. 

Q. Where did you get the check? A. Got it from Mr. Taylor. 

Q. When you got it did it have "Bernice Fordham" written on it 
as the first indorsement? A. It did. 

Q. Did you take this check anywhere to cash it? A. To the 
Disbursing Officer. 

Q. Sergeant At Arms? A. Sergeant At Arms. 

Q. What did you do with the proceeds? A. I gave it to Mr. Taylor. 

Q. And I show you at this time Government's Exhibit 14(35), 
dated April 1, '57, $227.45 to Bernice Fordham. I will ask you, sir, 
is that your indorsement on there "James Hawkins"? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Where did you get this check? A. Got it from Mr. Taylor. 

Q. Did you write this "Bernice Fordham" on there? A. No, sir. 

Q. Was it on there when you got it from him? A. On there 
when I got it. 

Q. Did you ever write "Bernice Fordham" on any of those? 
A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you cash this check? A. I cashed the check. 

Q. What did you do with the proceeds? A. Gave it to Mr. Taylor. 

Q. Also, sir,Government Exhibit 14(36), dated May 1, '57, $229.06 
to the order of Bernice Fordham; is that your second indorsement there? 
A. Yes, sir, it is. 

Q. Where did you get the instrument? A. Got it from Mr. Taylor. 

@. This indorsement "Bernice Fordham" was on it when you 
received it from him? A. Yes, sir, it was. 

Q. Did you cash this check? A. I did. 
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Q. What did you do with the proceeds? A. Gave it to Mr. Taylor. 
Q. Showing you at this time, sir, Government Exhibit 14(38), 
a check dated June 29, '57, $225.63, to the order of Bernice Fordham, 
is that your second indorsement, Mr. Hawkins? A. Yes, sir, it is. 
Q. And where did you get this check? A. Got it from Mr. Taylor. 
Q. At the time you got it, sir, did it have the first indorsement 
"Bernice Fordham" on it? A. Yes, sir, it did. | 
Q. Did you write that at any time? A. No. 
Q. Did you cash this check? A. I did. 
Q. What did you do with the proceeds? A. I gave it to Mr. Taylor. 
Q. Showing you Government Exhibit 14(39), a check, September 
3, '57, $224.02, to the order of Bernice Fordham, is that your indorse- 
ment, the second indorsement? A. Yes, sir, itis. 
Q. Where did you get this instrument? A. I got it from Mr. 
Taylor. 


Q. At the time you got it, was it indorsed "Bernice Fordhant'? 


A. Yes, sir it was. 

Q. Did you cash it? A. I did. 

Q. What did you do with the proceeds? 

A. I gave it back to Mr. Taylor. 

Q. I show you at this time Government Exhibit 21, which has 
been received in evidence as a tax refund to the name of Bernice 
Fordham, 487 G Street, Southwest, Washington, D. C., with a date of 
May 9, '57 for $33.00. I show you this instrument, Mr. Hawkins. Is 
that your second indorsement there, sir? A. Yes, sir, itis. 

Q. Where did you get this instrument? A. I got it from Mr. 
Taylor. 

Q. And was it indorsed, sir, "Bernice Fordham" when you 
got it? A. It was. 

Q. Did you cash it? A. I did. | 

Q. What did you do with the proceeds? A. I gave it to Mr. 
Taylor. 
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Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 2(5). It has been 
received in evidence as a check for $160.78 to the order of John F. Day 
over the date of June 15, 1956. Is that your second indorsement "James 
Hawkins”? A. Yes, sir, itis. 

Q. Tell me, sir, where did you get this check? A. I got it 
from Mr. Taylor. 

Q. Was it indorsed "John F. Day” when he gave it to you? 

A. Yes, sir, it was. 

@Q. What did you do with the check? A. [had it cashed and gave 
the receipts to him. 

Q. You gave the proceeds to him? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Allright, sir. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 2(11), 
a check dated April 2, 1956, paid to the order of Bernice V. Fordham 
$178.50. 1 will ask you, sir, if that is your second indorsement there 
"James R. Hawkins"? A. Yes, sir, itis. 

@. And where did you get that check? A. I got it from Mr. 
Taylor. 

Q. And tell me, sir, was it indorsed "Bernice Fordham" when 
he gave it to you? A. Yes, sir, it was. 

Q. Did you cash it for him? A. Yes, sir. 

@. Do you know, sir, a place known as Elmira, Inc.? A. Elmira? 

Q. In other words, 2 liquor store, sir, by the name of Gandel's? 
A. Yes, sir, I do. 

Q. All right, do you recognize that name there, sir "James R. 
Hawkins, Elmira, Inc."? A. I know where the store is. 

Q. Ali right, sir, did you cash any checks for the defendant 
Taylor at that store? A. I did. 

@. Iwill ask you, sir, what did you do with the proceeds of this 
check? A. I gave it back to Mr. Taylor. 

* s * * * 

Q. I will show you at this time, Mr. Hawkins, Government's 

Exhibit 18, received in evidence. It's a check dated May 9, 1957, to 
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the order of Gloria Penner for $28.00 as a tax refund. I show you this 

check, sir, and ask you do you see a second indorsement on there? 

A. Yes, sir. 
. Is that your indorsement "James Hawkins"? A. Yes, sir, itis. 
. Where did you get this check? A. I got it from Mr. Taylor. 
. At the time you got it, sir, was it indorsed "Gloria Penner." 
. Yes, sir, it was. 
. Did you cash this check? A. Yes, sir, I did. 
. What did you do with the proceeds? A. I gave it to Mr. Taylor. 


* * * * * 


LOUIS HUTCHISON 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 


* * * * * 


Q. Your employment, Mr. Hutchison? A. Federal Bureau of 


Investigation, Special Agent. 


| 
* * * x = | 


Q. Now, I will ask you, sir, if you had occasion in the course 
of your investigation to consider the exhibits known as Government 
Exhibits 1(1) through Government Exhibit (52), which have been re- 
ceived in evidence as the vouchers under the four names -- Penner, 
Spotts, Day and Fordham? 

(The witness examined the exhibits. ) 

A. Yes. These are reproduced copies of the vouchers that I 
used and saw in connection with the investigation. 

Q. Allright, sir. I will ask you to look at the first sixteen of 
those, 1(1) through 1(16), beginning with the voucher 10331 of May 1, 
1956, and ending with a voucher 2352, September 3, '57. | Do you see 
those first 16 there? A. Beginning 10331, this period, yes, May 1, 
one through sixteen. 


* 
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Q. Do you see the first sixteen there, sir? A. I have Exhibits 
(2) through (16). 

Q. I show you at this time Government Exhibit 29, which is 
29 (1). 

= * sd * x 

Q. Now, sir, what is the Exhibit 29? What is that document? 
A. This is a photostat of a work sheet that I made in which there has 
been recorded from the vouchers in the name of Gloria Penner, cov- 
ering the period April 2, 1956 through the period August 31, 1957, 
showing her as, the name Gloria Penner, as an employee in the Folding 
Room of the House of Representatives. This was taken from the 
vouchers. 

Q. Now, sir, you said the date just now of April. Where is 
the April date? A. April 2 is the beginning pay period. The voucher 
is dated May 1, 1956. 

Q. Allright. Does this show, sir, the name of Gloria Penner 
as the payee, the voucher number, the date of approval, the pay period 
and the number of hours worked? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Does it likewise show, sir, the computation of the gross 
amount of earned income, withholding tax, and the net amount for the 
voucher to have a check drawn for it? A. Yes. 

x x * * * 

Q. Now, I will give you at this time Government Exhibit 2(1) 
through 2(13), which have been received in evidence as certified checks 
from the General Accounting Office in relation to this case, and the 
Exhibits 14(1) through (13), 14(14), 14(16) through (26), 14(15), 14(27), 
(29), (30), (32), 14(28), 14(31), (33) through 14 (39). I will ask you, sir, 
if you had occasion to consult those checks or the originals thereof in 
the preparation of this Exhibit 29? 

(The witness examined the exhibits.) 

A. Government's Exhibits No. 2(1), 2(2), 2(3) and Government's 
Exhibits 14(1) through 14(13) are reproduced copies of the Treasury 
Checks payable to Gloria Penner which I saw the original checks in 
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connection with the investigation I have made. 
Q. Allright, sir. AndI will ask you whether or not the in- 
formation contained on the latter half of the Exhibit 29 relative to the 
checks, the date, the number of the checks, the date, the aayed, the 
amount and the first, second and third indorsements were learned by you 
as a result of that investigation from those original checks| A. Yes. 
* * * * it 
Q. Mr. Hutchison, these names and these addresses -- first, 
the name of Gloria Penner, 3000 Connecticut Avenue, Northwest -- 
during the course of your investigation did you check, sir, |on that name 
and that address? A. Yes. 
Q. And specifically, sir, what did you personally do with regard 
to checking the name and the address during the years 1955, '56 and ‘57, 
that is, that relates to those years? A. I checked the Washington Area 
Metropolitan Telephone Directory for '55, ‘56 and ‘57, and also the 
Polk -- P-O-L-K -- City Directory for the two years '54 and "56, I 
believe -- I can check my notes on that -- for those names. There was 
' no City Directory from '56 to 1960 for the two-year period during those 
years that I checked. | 
Q. Allright. What about the name of John Day at 641 C Street, 
Northeast? Did you make the same check? A. Yes. 
Q. What about the name Bernice V. Fordham at the name or 
address of 7418 Georgia Avenue, Northwest, or at the address 4414 
Vermont Avenue, Alexandria, Virginia? A. I made the same check. 
Q. What about the name Richard E. Spotts, 1314 + 16th Street, 
Northwest? A. I made the same check. 
Q. Tell me, sir, did you find a Gloria Penner at that address 
or in the city at that time? A. No. | 
@. What about a John Day at that address? A. No. 
Q. Or John F. Day at that address? A. No. 
Q. What about Bernice V. Fordham at either of those addresses, 
Georgia Avenue or Vermont Avenue? A. No. 
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Q. Did you find a Bernice V. Fordham in the city at that time. 
A. Not according to the directory sources I just testified to. 

Q. What about Richard E. Spotts during that period of time? 
A. No, I didn't find that name either. 

Q. At that address? A. At the 36th Street address, no. 

Q. Did you find any Richard E. Spotts in the District of Columbia? 
A. There was no reference to it in the directory, sir. 

* = x x * 

Q. Mr. Hutchison, we have received -- the Court has received 
into evidence --- I should be precise -- an Exhibit known as 24(1), (2), 
(3) and (4), which were the receipts of a Mrs. Emma Felstrup, who is 
the Manager of 1312 - 1314 16th Street, Northwest, during the pertinent 
period 1955, "56 and "57. Have you seen those before? 

(The witness examined the exhibits.) 

A. Yes. 


Q. I will ask you, sir, if pursuant to a request from myself, 


you have made a complete examination of those records? A. Yes. 
Q. I will ask you whether or not you find any listing for anyone 
- in the name of Richard E. Spotts as a tenant or a payer of any rent at 
either of those premises? A. I could not find the name Richard E. 
Spotts on any records here. 

Q. Showing you, sir, the Daily Time Sheets for the years 1955 
and '56, known as Exhibits 9-A and 9-B, I will ask you, sir, if during 
the course of your investigation you had occasion to check each and 
every one of those typed listings of hourly rate employees therein? 

(The witness examined the exhibits.) 

A. These exhibits are reproduced copies of the Daily Time Sheets that 
I inspected in the course of my examination. 

Q. For ;the years 1955 and '56, sir, in any of the Daily Time 
Sheets for those years, did you find any listings, sir, typed asa named 
employee on a Daily Time Sheet, the name Gloria Penner? A. No. 

Q. John Day or John F. Day? A. No. 

Q. Richard E. Spotts? A. No. 
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Q. Bernice V. Fordham? A. No. 

Q. Did you find any listing in those documents, 9-A and 9-B, 
that those four names were ever added in ink or pencil and show any 
daily time performed by them? A. No. 

* * * * 

CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. BRENNAN: | 
* *x * * * 

Q. When did you go to the House Folding Room? A. In March 
and April of '60 and in other periods since, possibly May of 1960. 

Q. And when you went to the House Folding Room, ' who showed 
you those particular records? A. Mr. Gowan and Mrs. McCann are 
primarily the ones who made these records available to us|. 

Q. Before you went to look for those records, did you have 
occasion to go by the Speaker of the House of Representatives’ Office? 
A. No. 

Q. Did you have any authority from the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives of the United States to inspect the records|of the House 
of Representatives? A. We didn't get any authority from the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives. 

Q. In addition to those records there what other records did 
you search when you were at the Folding Room? A. Yes, there were 
other records given to us that we examined. 

* * * x * 

Q. You say it was brought to you in the Superintendent's office? 
A. We worked in the Superintendent's office and that record was brought 
to us ‘in that room as working space. 

* * * * * 

Q. Did you have occasion to inspect the records included in 
27-A and 27-B? A. I studied them, took them into account in the 
investigation. | 

Q. At that time did you find any names of Spotts, Penner, Day 
or Fordham? A. Yes. 
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Q. Did you have occasion to go from the House Folding Room 
to the office of the Disbursing Clerk? A. Yes. 

Q. And did you search records in the Disbursing Clerk's office? 
A. Records there were made available to us in the course of our 
investigation. 

Q. What records were made available to you? A. The employees’ 
withholding exemption certificates and personnel loyalty affidavits for 
the names Day, Fordham, Penner and Spotts that I've testified to, and 
also there was a Monthly Payroll Record Sheet showing payments made 
to them. 

Q. And on these payroll records in the Disbursing Clerk's 
office, did you find the names Day, Penner, Fordham and Spotts? 

A. Yes, there were listings showing salary payments to them on these 
records. 

Q. Now, are those records public records in the sense that 
anyone can gO look at them? A. Well, they were available to us. We 
were able to see them. 

Q. And what person in the Disbursing Office tendered them to 
you? A. We went to Mr. Harper and secured permission from him, 
the Administrative Assistant. 

* * * * 
Washington, D. C. 
Tuesday, May 16, 1961. 


* *x * 


CARL LILJA, JR. 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * * * 
Q. Your occupation? A. lama Special Agent of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. 
Q. And how long have you been an agent? A. About thirteen 
and a half years. 
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Q. What is your assignment and the nature of your work? 
A. I work as a document examiner in the FBI laboratory here in 
Washington, D. C. I perform examinations in all phases of this work 
including the comparison of handwriting -- handprinting, typewriting 
and other examinations of this nature. | 
* * * * * 
THE COURT: Ali right, the Court will recognize the witness as 
a qualified expert in his field. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. At this time, Mr. Lilja, I would like to show to you 
Government Exhibit 13, which has been received in evidence as a deed 
of trust on the property of Claude A. Taylor, the defendant, and 
Lois M. Taylor. It covers the property 8610 Jones Mill Road, Chevy Chase, 
Maryland. I show you Exhibit 13, sir. I will ask you whether or not 
have you seen this exhibit before? A. Yes, I have. | 
Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 15, which is a copy 


of a Maryland Voter's Registration in the name of Claude A. Taylor 

for 8610 Jones Mill Road, Chevy Chase, Maryland, and in which both 
signatures have been identified as that of the defendant Claude A. Taylor. 
I will ask you if you have seen this particular instrument?) A. Yes, I 
have. 


Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 16, which has been re- 
ceived in evidence as the signature card of the Kensington Bank, or 
the Kensington Branch of the Famers Banking and Trust Company for 
Claude A. Taylor, the defendant, 8610 Jones Mill Road, and which also, 
sir, bears his signature thereon. I will ask you if you have seen that 
original document? A. Yes, I have. 

9. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 23(1), which is a copy, 
a photostatic copy, of a note secured by the deed of trust heretofore 
referred to in the name of Claude A. Taylor and Lois M. Taylor, dated 
August $1, 1955, which bears his signature. I will ask you, sir, if you 
have seen this particular instrument? A. Yes, I have. | 

Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 23(2), which is a 
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purchase money deed of trust, the $ist day of August 1955 by Claude 

A. Taylor, the defendant, and his wife Lois M. Taylor, which has been 
received in evidence as bearing the true signature of the defendant Claude 
A. Taylor. I ask if you have seen this particular instrument? 

A. Yes, I have. 

Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 23(8), which is an 
affidavit of citizenship, dated August 31, 1955, made by the defendant 
Claude A. Taylor and his wife which bears his true signature thereon. 

I will ask you if you have seen that? A. Yes, sir, I have. 

Q. AndI will ask you, sir, if you were asked to perform an 
examination of the known handwriting, or the known signature there 
with certain other documents? A. Yes, I was. 

Q. At this time, sir, I show you Government Exhibit 3(1), which 
has been received in evidence as a voucher in the name of Richard E. 
Spotts, which is signed by Claude A. Taylor, and is signed by the payee, 
Richard E. Spotts, which is a pay voucher from the House Folding 
Room in the sum of $222.41 net. I will ask you, sir, if you considered 
that particular instrument or its original or photographic copy? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. I will show you, sir, Government Exhibit 30 -- three -- 
strike 30 -- 3(2), which has been received in evidence as a voucher in 
the name of Richard E. Spotts, again from the House Folding Room 
for salary signed by Richard E. Spotts and Claude A. Taylor for the 
net amount of $203.87. I will ask you whether or not you have considered 
that particular instrument? A. Yes, sir, I have. 

Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 3(3) in the name of 
Richard E. Spotts, a voucher for the net amount of $203.33, it being a 
salary voucher signed by a Richard E. Spotts, or bearing the signature 
of a Richard E. Spotts, and with a signature "Claude A. Taylor." I 
will ask whether or not you considered the original or photographic 
copy of that, sir? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 3(4), which has been 
received in evidence as a check dated August 30, 1955, for the sum of 
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$222.41 in the name of Richard E. Spotts and certain indorsements on 
the back in the name of Richard E. Spotts and Claude A. Taylor, 
Superintendent of the Folding Room. I will ask you whether or not — 
you considered that, sir, the original or a photographic copy of that? 
A. Yes, I did. 
Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 3(5), which is a check 
dated October 3, 1955, in the sum of $203.87 to Richard E. Spotts, which 
is indorsed on the back in the name of Richard E. Spotts, and a 
second indorsement "Claude A. Taylor, Superintendant of House Folding 
Room," also indorsed "N. Gandel." I will ask you whether or not you 
considered that, the original or photographic copy therof? | A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Ihave here, Mr. Lilja, the Exhibits known as 1(1) through 
1(52), which have been received in evidence as 52 vouchers for salaries 
in the name of Gloria Penner, Richard Spotts, John Day and Bernice 
Fordham. I'll ask you, sir, if you had occasion to consider the originals 
or photographic copies of those vouchers? That's 1(1) on top. 
(The witness examined the exhibits.) | 
Now, did you see those, sir? A. Yes, sir, I did. |: 
Q. Now, at the time that you saw those Exhibits 1(1) through 
1(52), did you see the originals? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Allright. A. Or photographic copies thereof. 
Q. All right, now, I will ask you, sir, to look at those exhibits 
which I put before you earlier, specifically now 3(5). Did you see the 
original of that instrument, or a photographic copy? 
. The photographic copy. 
. Allright, sir. And 3(4)? A. The photographic copy. 
. And 3(8)? A. The photographic copy. | 
. 8(2)? A. A photographic copy. 
. 8(1)? A. A photographic copy. 
Q. And this exhibit, sir, 23(3), the Affidavit of Citizenship? 
A. I saw the original of that document. 
Q. Allright, sir, and 28(2)? A. I saw the original of that 
document. 
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Q. The Exhibit 23(1)? A. I saw the original of that document. 

Q. And the Exhibit 16, Your Honor, which is the original, has 
been received in evidence. : 

And the document, sir, 15, Government Exhibit 15 from the 
Maryland Voters? A. I saw a photographic copy of that document. 

Q. A photographic copy? A. Yes, sir. 

MR. SMITHSON: And for the record, Your Honor, the 
Government's Exhibit 13 is the original of the deed which was received 
in evidence. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, I will ask you whether or not, for the purpose of this 
trial, certain of the vouchers in the name of Penner, Fordham, Spotts 
and Day were selected for the purposes of illustration? A. Yes, sir, 
they were. 

Q. All right, at this time, sir, I show you Government Exhibit 
1(9), which is the voucher in the name of Gloria Penner, Voucher 6296 
for a net amount of $202.96. It covers the period December 1 to 
December 31, '56, signed, or a signature of a Gloria Penner, and it's 
signed with the signature of a Claude A. Taylor. I show you that one 
specifically, sir, and ask whether or not you considered that instrument, 
that exhibit? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 1(30), which is a 
youcher in the name of John Day from the House Folding Room for the 
period June 1 to June 29, 1957, for a net amount of $225.63, which has 
a signature of a John Day on here and a signature "Claude A. Taylor." 
I'll ask whether or not you considered 1(30)? A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 1(33) in the name of 
Richard E. Spotts, 1955 from November 1 to November 30, for a net 
amount of $194.70, it being a voucher with a signature of Richard E. 
Spotts and a signature of a Claude A. Taylor. I will ask you whether 
or not you considered 1(33) for this purpose? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. I show you a voucher, sir, 1(45) in the name of Bernice 
Fordham for the period December 1 - December 30, 1956, net amount 
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of $202.96, which has a signature "Bernice Fordham" and a signature 

"Claude A. Taylor" on this voucher. I will ask you whether or not for 

the purposes of this exhibition you considered 1(45)? A. Yes, I did. 
* * * * * 

Q. Now, with regard to the exhibits, and specifically, sir, the 
Exhibit 3(4) and (5), which were the checks that I showed you in the 
name of Richard Spotts, I believe you said you saw the originals or 
photographic copies of those? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And the Exhibits 3(1) through (3), which were the vouchers 
in the name of Spotts, you saw the originals or photographic copies of those? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. With regard to that large quantitity, (1) - (52), from which 
we took the four samples, what did you see in that, sir, the original 

or a photographic copy? A. The originals of those documents. 

Q. Now, sir, considering, if you will, the examples which I 
put before you, Exhibits 15, 16 and 23, as the known handwriting of a 
Claude A. Taylor, that is, the defendant Claude A. Taylor, do you have 
any opinion, sir, as to who wrote the name "Claude A. Taylor" on the 
vouchers, Government Exhibits 1(9), 1(30), 1(38) and 1(45)? 
A. Yes, I do. 

'@. Who? A. Claude Anderson Taylor. | 

Q. Now, sir, with regard to that, did you consider likewise 
the other Exhibits 1(1) and 1(52) wherein the name Claude Anderson 
Taylor appears and arrive at a determination whether or not the 
defendant Claude Anderson Taylor wrote those? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. What is your conclusion? A. That these signatures "Claude 
A. Taylor" were written by Claude Anderson Taylor. 

Q. In that regard, sir, you said you saw the originals of those 
vouchers. Are you able to state, sir, whether or nota rubber stamp 
or a device for an inked impression was used to make any of those 
signatures "Claude A. Taylor" on the Exhibits 1(1) through 1(52)? 

A. Arubber stamp was not used to make the Claude Taylor 
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signatures appearing on the Exhibits 1(1) through 1(52). 

Q. And limiting specifically, sir, to the question of the rubber- 
stamped signature, on what do you base your conclusion that no rubber 
stamp was used on those? A. I made an examination of the original 
document -- 

Q. Allright. A. (Continuing) -- and found a rubber stamp was 
not used to make those signatures. 

Q. Let me ask you, sir, were there any differences between 
one signature and another on those instruments? A. There was 
natural variation in the signatures appearing on these exhibits. 

Q. All right. Now, sir, I would like to take your attention to 
the Exhibits 3(4) and 3(5), which are before you as the checks in the 
name of Spotts, Richard E. Spotts. Do you see those, sir? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. I will ask you, sir, considering the Exhibits 23, 15, 16 and 13 -- 
I will ask you whether or not you arrived at any conclusion as to the 
signature which appears on the reverse as the second indorsement of 
Claude A. Taylor on Exhibits 3(4) and 3(5)? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And what is your conclusion in that regard? 

A. My conclusion is that the second indorsements "Claude A. 
Taylor” appearing on these exhibits were written by Claude Taylor. 

Q. And what is your conclusion, sir, with regard to whether 
or not a rubber stamp was used to make any of those signatures? 

A. My conclusion is that a rubber stamp was not used to make these 
second indorsements. 

Q. I will ask you, sir, whether or not you have prepared any 
exhibits which would show the basis of how you arrived at your con- 
clusion? A. Yes, I have. 

* * * * * 

Q. Mr. Lilja, what is this Exhibit 34 comprised of? What 
constitutes the exhibit? A. The signatures appearing on Exhibit 34 
were submitted to me as being the known handwriting of Claude Taylor. 

Q. Would that be the Exhibits which I have shown to you of 15, 
16 and 23 and the other? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. Allright. The one in the middle which is known and is 
marked for identification Government Exhibit 35, what is it, Mr. Lilja? 
A. Government Exhibit 35 are photographs of the signatures, four of 
the signatures in the name of Claude A. Taylor which appear on vouchers. 

Q. I will ask you, sir, are those the four vouchers which I have 
selected of 9, 30, 33 and 45? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Now, this exhibit all the way to the left as the Court and the 
jury face it is known as Government Exhibit 36. What is it? 

A. Government Exhibit 36 is a photographic copy of the second indorse- 
ment "Claude A. Taylor" which appear on checks. 

Q. Would that be the indorsement, sir, on the checks 3(4) and 
3(5) which were originally payable to a Richard E. Spotts?| A. Yes, sir. 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, the Government offers these exhibits 
at this time as a magnification of the exhibits so identified. 

THE COURT: What are the exhibit numbers that you are offering 
them now as? | 

. SMITHSON: This is Exhibit 34, 35 and 36; 34 being the 
enlarged eee of the Exhibits 15,16 and 23; 35 being the large 
reproduction of the Exhibits 9, 30, 33 and 45, that is, the | signatures 
on the vouchers. 

THE COURT: That is 1(9), et cetera? | 

MR. SMITHSON: That's correct, Your Honor; I'm sorry -- 

1(9), 1(30), 1(33), 1(45). These are the enlargements, the reproduction, 
and this is Exhibit 36 of the instruments, the checks 3(4) and 3(5) bearing 
the second indorsement of Claude A. Taylor. 

THE COURT: Is there any objection? 

MR. BRENNAN: Your Honor, I object again as to that photo- 
graphic business not being -- I don't think there is a foundation laid for 
the processing or developing of these pictures. It's all right to say they 
are a magnification of such and such a signature on such and such 
exhibit, but there has been no showing that these photographs Were made 
of the original instruments. | 
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MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor will recall the testimony of the 
witness on the stand that when he examined these particular instruments, 
which is Government Exhibit $4, several of these were the original, that 
some were photographic copies. When he examined $5, that is, the 
four vouchers, they were the originals. When he examined these, which 
is Government Exhibit 36, the checks, they were either the checks or 
photographic copies. 

THE COURT: The exhibits will be admitted. 

= * *x x 
BY MR. SMITHSON: | 

Q. And what is your conclusion with regard to the writer of the 
Exhibit 36 or the checks which comprise 36? A. It is my conclusion 
that the "Claude A. Taylor" signatures, or rather indorsements 
appearing on Government Exhibit 36 were written by Claude Taylor whose 
known specimens of writing were made available to me and are desig- 
nated Government Exhibit 34. 

= * * * 
CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. BRENNAN: 

* * * * 

Q. Now, as the middle Exhibit Number --- 

MR. SMITHSON: Thirty-five. 

BY MR. BRENNAN: 

Q. (Continuing) Thirty-five -- did you take that picture? 

A. No, sir, the photographic enlargements were made under 
my direction. 

Q. And where was the picture made? A. In the FBI laboratory. 

Q. And from what was the picture made? A. It was made from 
a natural size photograph of the original voucher. 

Q. And that is a photograph of a photograph then? A. This is 
an enlargement of the original. In other words, a photograph was taken 
of the original document and from that photograph an enlargement was 
made. 
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. Did you cause the photograph to be made? A. eee I did. 
. And was it made with a document camera? A. | Yes, it was. 
And was the original voucher in the laboratory of the FBI? 
A. Yes, it was. | 
Q. Did you have occasion to obtain that original voucher? 
A. The original voucher was made available to me. | 
Q. In what manner -- how did the original voucher’ come into 
your possession? A. The Washington Field Office of the FBI made that 
available to me. 
Q. Did they bring it or deliver it to you? A. Yes, they did. 
Q. What agent did that, if you recall? A. I believe they were 
submitted to me through the mail. 
Q. Now, is the original -- that was an original voucher of which 
a photograph was made and subsequently magnified to that size? 


A. Yes, sir. 
* * * * * 


Q. I will show you Government Exhibit 1(1) through Government 
Exhibit No. 1(52), sir, and ask you to look at the exhibits underneath 
the affidavit there. | 


THE COURT: Do you mean 1(1)? 
MR. BRENNAN: 1(1) is all right. 
BY MR, BRENNAN: 
“Q...Sir, what sort of ‘reproduction is that? A. That I cannot 
positively state. 
Q. Was it done, so far as you know, with a camera? A. Ihave 
no knowledge of the reproduction concerning this particular document. 
Q. Will you look through the fifty-two of them and tell me 
whether or not you can testify as to whether any of those were made 
with a camera? A. Sir, I had no --- | 
THE COURT: The answer is you don't know? | 
THE WITNESS: I don't know. | 
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BY MR. BRENNAN: 

Q. Sir, did you not testify, that directing your attention to the 
signature “Claude A. Taylor" on there, that that was the signature of 
Claude A. Taylor? A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. Sir, would you say that that is a photostatic copy? 

A. It may be. 

Q. Sir, from those -- can you testify by looking at that particular 
exhibit whether there are any lifts on that signature "Claude A. Taylor"? 

THE COURT: Any what? 

; MR. BRENNAN: "Lifts" -- the thing he testified to about on 
that exhibit, a "lift meaning where he lifted --- 

THE COURT: Oh, a "lift." I thought you said “lip.” Lift -- 
L-I-F-T (spelling)? 

MR. BRENNAN: L-I-F-T. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, I can. 

BY MR. BRENNAN: 

Q. And how can you tell that, sir? A. I made a comparison of 
these photo copies, (1) through (52), with photographs made under my 
direction of the original documents at the time they were in the FBI 
laboratory and found them to be accurate copies. From the examination 
made of the original evidence I was able to determine that a lift was 
made of the pen. 

Q. Looking at that particular exhibit and those particular exhibits 
there and the copies before the Court, can you tell whether or not there 
was any patching? A. I found no evidence of patching when I made my -- 

Q. (interposing) I asked you from the exhibit --- 

MR. SMITHSON: Let the witness finish his answer. 

THE COURT: Wait. Finish your answer. 

THE WITNESS: I found no evidence of patching in making my 
examination of the signatures appearing on the original documents at 
the time they were in the FBI laboratory. 

BY MR. BRENNAN: 
Q. Do you have those original documents with you here today? 
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A. No, sir, I do not. 
Q. Sir, are you familiar with a book called "Photographic 
Evidence" by Charles Scott? A. No, sir, I am not. | 
Q. Sir, do you -- in your history as an examiner of questioned 
docements, have you ever testified in behalf of a defendant? A. No, sir. 
I have not. | 
; Q. And has your testimony in Federal Courts, State Courts and 
Military Courts been limited to testifying for the Government. 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Sir, you've testified that you've been trained and read a 
number of books. Is it customary for a handwriting expert to testify 
as to photostatic copies? A. Itis possible to testify as to photostatic 
copies. 


Q. ‘Where the signature is in question? A. Yes, sir. It would 
all depend on the clarity of the photostat involved in each individual case. 
Q. Sir, isn't it a fact in photostatic copies that the details such 


as patching and lifts, whether it was written in ink or in pencil, whether 
there is tracing, cannot be identified? A. In many instances that is 
the problem involved. It is most desirable to have the original documents. 
available, if possible. | 
* * * * 
MR. SMITHSON: That's the government's case in 
Honor. 
* * * * 
MR. BRENNAN: Your Honor, I would like to move for a 
judgment of acquittal *** 


* x * * 


THE COURT: All right. I will deny the motion. 


* * * * | * 


MR. BRENNAN: Your Honor, I have no objection to leaving 
the indictment go as it stands. 


* * * 
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MR, BRENNAN: Let the whole thing stand as it may. I can 
argue the point. 

THE COURT: All right, if you want to argue it, and you want 
to waive it, then I won't dismiss those three counts. 


* x ae * 


MR. BRENNAN: I rest. 
* * * 
LOUIS HUTCHESON 
was recalled as a witness for the Government *** 
* * * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION - (Recalled) 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Mr. Hutcheson, I'll ask you, sir, if last week you went to 
the office of the Doorkeeper of the House of Representatives? A. Yes. 
Q. And at my direction? A. Yes. 
Q. AndTL. ask you, sir, if you and an agent by the name of 


Reiser -- do you know such an agent? A. Special Agent Robert D. 
Reiser. 


Q. And is he available likewise, sir? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And I'll ask you, sir, if at that time you took a sample of 
a typing of a typewriter in the office of the Doorkeeper? A. Mr. 
Reiser took the sample of the typewriter. : 
Q. You were present? A. I was present part of the time. 
* * * * * 

_Q. Yl show you, Mr. Hutcheson, Government Exhibit 37 for 
identification, sir. I'll ask you to examine both pages. What is that 
object or exhibit? A. This is a specimen taken from a typewriter in 

the office of William M. Miller, Doorkeeper of the House of Represent- 
atives, the typewriter -- it's a Royal typewriter, serial number HHE - 
4834733, which was taken part of the time that I was present in that 
office by -- and was taken by special Agent Robert E. Reiser, 
R-e-i-s-e-r, May 12, 1961. 
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Q. Where is this machine physically located in that office? 
A. It's located near the Doorkeeper's desk in his private office. 

Q. Is there another one in what is known as the Office of the 
Doorkeeper, another typewriter, I should say? A. Well, \there are 
two typewriters in the office of the Doorkeeper which both are in Mr. 
Miller's office. 

Q. Now, this second typewriter, where is that located physically 
with regard to the desk of the Doorkeeper? A. A second typewriter is 
located near a window which is back of the desk of Mr. Miller. 

Q. Allright, sir. 

* * * 
CARL LILJA, JR. 


* * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION (Recalled) 
BY MR. SMITHSON: | 
Q. Thank you. Mr. Lilja, I'll show you, sir, Government 


Exhibit 37, which has been received and -- identified, I should say -- 
as the typing of a typewriter known as a Royal typewriter, Serial 
Number HHE4834733. | 

I'll ask you, sir, if you have seen that typing or that typewriter 
examplar? A. Yes, I have. 

I show you, sir, Government Exhibit -- Defendant Exhibit 
Number 3; I'll ask you if you have seen that? A. Yes, I have. 

Q. I'd like to direct your attention, sir, to that exhibit 3 and ask © 
you to examine 3 and $7 in connection with the following points: 

Let's first take, sir, the lower left-hand corner where it says 
| “House Folding Room," "cc House Folding room," do you see that? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Let me ask you this, sir, do you have any opinion as to 
whether or not that House Folding Room addition, "CC House Folding 
Room" was put on at the same time as the’ body of the letter or at some 
other time? A. It is my opinion that the typewritten "cc |House Folding 
Room" was typed at a different time than the remainder of the typewriting 
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appearing on Defendant's Exhibit Number 3. 

Q. And the reasons for your conclusion? A. From the clarity 
of the “cc House Folding Room" in comparison with the carbon typewriting 
appearing elsewhere on the exhibit. 

Q. Now, sir, I'd like to direct your attention to that typing which 
is contained in Exhibit 37. How would you characterize the type that 
is on $7, sir, what would be your description of it? A. The typewriting 

on Exhibit 37 is samples taken from a Royal typewriter, Serial 
HHE-4834733. 

Q. The different grades of types on various typewriters; is 
that correct, sir? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. As Exhibit 37 indicates, what is the classification or grade 
of that typewriter? A. That is originally typewriting taken from that 
particular typewriter. 

Q.° All right, but let me, sir -- what is pica? A. Pica type- 
writing is that style of typewriting ten letters to the inch; that is, 
every inch will contain ten typewriting letters, taking into consideration 
that a space, spacing would be the equivalent of the space taken by:a 
letter or a numeral. 

Q. Are either one of those exhibits, 37 or Defendant's 3, pica? 
A. These exhibits are elite typewriting. 

Q. Bothelite? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. All right, now, are they both measured to the same quantity 
inchwise as on letters? A. Yes, sir, they are. 

Q. Now, sir, are they the same type of letters? A. No, sir. 

Q. How does the exhibit, 3, differ from that which is shown on 
the Exhibit 37, Defendant's Exhibit 3, differ from 37? A. Froma 
comparison of the typings appearing on Defendant's Exhibit Number 3 with 
the typewriting appearing on Government Exhibit Number 37, I reached 
the conclusion that these documents were typed on different typewriters. 

Q. And what is the basis of your conclusion? A. From the 
formation of letters and numerals appearing thereon. 
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Q. Can you give any examples or make any statement as to 
what you have noticed, the examples? A. Yes, I noticed the difference 
in the numerals 2, 5, 4, and in the letter t, a, and comparison of the 
entire writing appearing thereon in comparison with each other. 

Q. Allright, sir, and you say they were made on different 
machines? A. Yes, sir. 

MR. SMITHSON: That's all I have of this witness. 


* * * * 


WILLIAM M. MILLER 


* * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION (Recalled) 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 


| 
| 
* * * * | * 


Q. Mr. Miller, on the last occasion when you were here, I 
believe defense counsel showed you an exhibit been marked and re- 
ceived in evidence as Defendant's Exhibit Number 3 which purports to 
be a letter addressed to Congressman Boyle of Chicago, February 1956. 

Do you see that? 
A. The last time I was here, sir, I was asked to identify my signature. 

Q. Yes, sir, and I'd like you to look at the top of that letter 
where it is addressed to the -- with the date -- do you see it -- 
February, 1956? A. With no date other than the month and the year? 

Q. That's right, sir. With no date except the mohth and the 
year; do you send your correspondence out, sir, without a daily date 
* gtated on it? A. No, sir. 

Q. Tell me, sir, would you examine, to yourself, the body or 
the message or the contents of the Defendant's Exhibit 3 and state 
whether or not you would consider that, sir, official correspondence? 
A. I don't use this type of correspondence to members of Congress. 
I always sign my name by my nickname, not by my initials. 

Q. Whichis? A. Which is Fishbait Miller. 

Q. Allright, sir, did you know Congressman Boyle, sir? 
A. Quite well, sir. 
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Q. Did you know him well enough to use that nickname to him? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Tell me, sir, have you made any effort to see if there is 
a copy in your office of that letter? A. I have turned it upside down 
and I can't find anything in 1956 to Mr. Boyle or any other time. 

MR. SMITHSON: May I have this marked for identification 
Government's Exhibit Number 38? 

= * * * * 

Q. Let me show you the Government's Exhibit 38, sir, for 
identification; Pi ask you, sir, what is this? A. That is a piece of 
carbon, copy paper, what I would call letterhead copy, "William M. 
Miller, Doorkeeper” printed in the upper left-hand corner; in the center 
top, "House of Representatives, U. S. Office of Doorkeeper Washington, 
D. C.,” and the word imprinted in the paper in red, "copy." 

Q. Now, let me ask you this, sir, writing to a Congressman 
or anyone in official capacity, would you use, sir, the blank paper as 
indicated on Defendant's 3, or shall we say, the letterhead copy paper 
as indicated on Government's 38? A. If the Congressman had to have 
a copy to send to someone, the letterhead copy would be used in pre- 


ference to no name whatsoever on the carbon paper used in Exhibit 
Number 3. ‘ 


Q. Tell me, sir, did you ever, to your recollection, send 
copies of such correspondence as Defendant's Exhibit 3 purports to be 
to the House Folding Room? A. IfI did, sir, it was never signed. I 
don't sign any carbon copy to any of my departments. 

Q. Tell me, sir, when you saw that instrument, the Defendant's 
Exhibit Number 3, last week, to your recollection, sir, did the small 
"ec. House Folding Room" appear thereon? A. It did not. 

Q. Now, sir, do you recall an agent Reiser and an Agent 
Hutcheson coming to see you last week? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. I'll ask you, sir, if you have a typewriter in your office 
which you, yourself, use? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. What kind of a machine is it; do you recall? A. It's a 
Royal manual control. 
Q. Do you have any other typewriter in that office?) A. There 
is an electric typewriter made by Underwood Company. 
Q. Which is the machine you use? A. I use the one that is 
closest to the desk, the manual control, because it has elite type. 
Q. And let me ask you this, sir, to your knowledge, to the 
best of your knowledge and recollection, have the numerals or the 
- letters on your Royal typewriter been changed since 1956? | January of 
1956? A. No, sir, they have not. 


* a * * * 


Q. I'll show you, sir, at this time, Defendant's Exhibit Number 
3; below the "cc House Folding Room" what initials are indicated 
thereon? A. Incapitals, "W.M.M." with the bar and a li "m" 
signifying that it was typed personally. 
Q. By you? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. Do you know, sir, asa fact, and have you reviewed your 
correspondence in other cases and can state as a fact that that is the 
way you so indicate that you would have written such a note? 
A. That's correct. 

THE COURT: Did you ever have a secretary whose initial was "M"? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir, I never have, sir. 

THE COURT: All right, I'll admit it. 


(Government's Exhibits 37 and 38 
for identification were admitted 
in evidence.) 


* * * | ® 
LAWRENCE E. CHABOT, JR. 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 


* * * * 


Q. And directing your attention, sir, to the period 
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and '57, where were you employed? A. I was employed with Congress- 
man Charles A. Boyle of Illinois from June 1955 until August of '56. 

Q. June of '55 to August of 56? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What capacity did you serve with him, sir? A. Iwasa 
secretary. 

Q. While in this capacity as secretary, sir, did you ever know 
the Congressman to have as an employe in his office Gloria Penner or 
Bernice Fordham from the period February 1956 to the close of your 
employment there in August of 1956? A. I don't recall anybody by 
either of those names. 


x * * ak 


HERMAN P. EBERHARTER, JR. 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
= * * ; * * 

Q. Now, tell me, the late Congressman Herman P. Eberharter 
was your father? A. That's right. 

Q. i would like to ask you this, Mr. Eberharter ; Td like to 
direct your attention to that period of time, 1955 and 56, particularly, 
sir, from the fall of 1955, September or October of 1955, through to 
June of '1956, were you employed, sir? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. By whom? A. I was employed in my father's office as a. 
clerk. 

Q. And do you know a Mrs. Maddox? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Do you know what, whether or not she worked at that time? 
A. I believe she was working at that time, yes, sir. 

Q. And where? A. She was in my father's office, secretary. 

Q. And your father was Herman P. Eberharter, the Congress- 
man; is that correct? A. Yes, sir 

Q. Now, tell me, sir, how many people were in your father's 
office at that time; Mrs. Maddox, yourself, and who else? Can 


you recall by name --A. There was one young man in the office, I 
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believe, and I'm not sure whether there was another girl or not. 
Q. Tell me, sir, was that young man’s name Richard E. Spotts? 
A. No, sir. 
Q. To the best of your knowledge and recollection,) Mr. Eberharter, 
during the time of the fall, August 1955 to June of 1956, was there a 
Richard E. Spotts at any time employed in your father's office? 
A. Not that I know of, no, sir. 
Q. Specifically, sir, do you have any recollection of a person 
by the name of Richard E. Spotts being requested to come up from the 
House Folding Room of the House of Representatives and to help your 
father because he was ill and for whom no time records were to be kept? 
MR. BRENNAN: Objection, Your Honor. That calls for a 
conclusion of the witness. There is no establishment that|he has any 
particular knowledge of that or any particular foundation for that answer. 
MR. SMITHSON: Defendant's Exhibit Number 7, Your Honor, 
has certain notations on it to make that pertinent. 
THE COURT: I think so. 
MR. SMITHSON: Thank you. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Did you understand my question, Mr. Eberharter; would you 
care to have me repeat it? A. I understood it, sir. No. 


* * * * 


BETTY MADDOX 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 


* * x * 


686 Q. AndI will ask you, in the period of 1955 and 1! 


youemployed? A. Yes, sir 
Q. Where? A. For Congressman Eberharter. 
Q. Would that be Herman P. Eberharter? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. What was his state? A. Pennsylvania. 


176 


Q. Was there any other Congressman named Eberharter from 
Pennsylvania? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you know any other congressman during the years *55 
or '56 named Eberharter? A. No, sir. 

Q. What capacity did you serve with the congressman in 1955, 
1956? A. Secretary. 

Q. Let me ask you this: 

To your knowledge -- and I'll ask you whether or not you have 
checked any records in this regard -- did you ever know a Richard 
Emery Spotts to be employed in Congressman Eberharter's office 
in 1955 or 1956? A. No, sir. 

Q. Have you checked any records that you had available to 
determine whether or not such a person was there? A. Yes, I was” 
asked about this last week and I have checked our files and Congress- 


men -- I checked on our employes. We have no such name. 
* * * * * 


MR. SMITHSON: Government rests. 
* * * * * 


(The jury was excused and the following proceedings were had 
out of the presence of the jury:) 

* * * * * 

MR. BRENNAN: And then there is one other thing I'm going 
to jump and down and holler about Harry M. Livingston not being called 
so you'll have that perennially accessible witness. 

THE COURT: Harry Livingston; who is he? 

MR. SMITHSON: He's the disbursing clerk, Your Honor. The 
actual title of the actual person who actually caused the instruments 
to be drawn up, that is the checks, based on the vouchers. You have 
the proof of it through Mr. Roberts and Mr. Harper. Livingston was 
the disbursal clerk and carried that through. You have the proof of 
the fact of the submission of a voucher and you have a proof of the fact 
also if the jury chooses to believe it -- 
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THE COURT: What would Livingston have added to this? 

MR. SMITHSON: I think I can answer you this, Your Honor -- 

THE COURT: Wait; let's see what defendant says he would 
have added. 

MR. SMITHSON: I'm sorry; go ahead. 

MR. BRENNAN: The Government called Harper who testified 

that in 1955, '-6 and '-7 he was down in Georgia but he did come 
in and say -- attempt to testify as to what happened in 1955, '56 and '57. 

THE COURT: You mean as to the custom? | 

MR. BRENNAN: He came in saying it was a custom or habit 
but the party mentioned in the indictment is still down in the Howe of 
Representatives, found it in the testimony; and he was not called by the 
defendant and I intend -- not called by the Government, and I intend to 


jump and down about it. 
MR. SMITHSON: I didn't call the remaining 50 or 60 employes 
who were down there when Taylor was there who said either the person 


wasn't employed or that one -- I called Mr. Roberts -- 
THE COURT: Well, I don't see what Livingston could have 
added to it except to draw it out. 
MR. BRENNAN: Your Honor, the government offered Harper, 
knew nothing about the testimony -- knew nothing about these vouchers. 
They have a man down there whom they set out in the indictment itself 
as having knowledge of the vouchers. He is still present and available. 
He is -- he was available for the defense. He was available for the 
prosecution. The defense didn't call him however. 
THE COURT: Well, they were presented and paid. 
MR. BRENNAN: That's right. 
THE COURT: So what? What would Livingston be able to 
testify as to anything that would be pertinent to the case? I can't see it. 
MR. BRENNAN: I'm saying I'm going to use the foil of 
Livingston versus Harper in my argument. 
MR. SMITHSON: I'll make the appropriate objection. 
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MR. BRENNAN: There is no objection. 

MR. SMITHSON: Certainly is. 

MR. BRENNAN: It's in the indictment. It's founded here. It's 
founded in the records. Just as to the availability of witnesses. 

THE COURT: Seems to me you're leading out of weakness here. 

MR. BRENNAN: I have a beautiful weakness, I think. That is 
the reason I didn't want Harper's testimony struck. 

THE COURT: Let me see one of those series -1 exhibits. 

MR. SMITHSON: You'll look a long ways to find the gentleman's 
name on there. (Handing documents to the Court.) Just isn't there. 

THE COURT: Now, who signs the checks? 

MR. SMITHSON: Roberts. Ill show you -- 

MR. BRENNAN: Your Honor, as far as the signature of Roberts 
on there, there is some question as to whether it is a signature or not. 

MR. SMITHSON: Signed Ralph R. Roberts as the Clerk, Your 
Honor. He's recognized, as Your Honor will recall from the testimony 
of Mr. Kearns and Special Agent Ellis as a -- shall we say -~- disbursing 
clerk, or a person who has an account. Your Honor will recall the 
testimony of Mr. Ellis. This is a small type of account kept in the name 
of Mr. Roberts as that clerk. I think we have adequately shown the 
defendant the charges against him so that he could prepare what, if any 
defense, he chooses. 

THE COURT: Furthermore, I don't know that Livingston is 
particularly available or peculiarly available to the Government in 
any event. 

MR. BRENNAN: The foundation of the testimony that he is still 
employed over there. 

MR. SMITHSON: That doesn't make him peculiarly available. 

THE COURT: A lot of people are employed over there but I 
don't see what he would have added. There is no question raised that 
he was not the disbursing clerk of the House of Representatives, is 
there? 

MR. BRENNAN: Your Honor, the Government called a person 
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the disbursing clerk. | 
MR. SMITHSON: No, administrative assistant to Mr. Roberts. 
MR. BRENNAN: Disbursing clerk in the indictment is Harry 
M. Livingston; he was never called. 
MR. SMITHSON: Suppose he were dead, Your Honor, still 
wouldn't make it any less an offense. “4 
MR. BRENNAN: That is what I'm talking about. He is readily 
available. 
MR. SMITHSON: To either side. 
THE COURT: Well now, if we had him hee, what would you 
like to ask him? , i 
MR. BRENNAN: I don't want him. I just want to argue in my 
closing argument, but we were speaking as to instructions. There is 
an instruction to -- 
THE COURT: As to failure to produce a witness. | 
MR. SMITHSON: Peculiarly available. 
THE COURT: ‘Yes. | 
MR. BRENNAN: And the prosecution, they always come up at 
the end, "We have 15 or 20 witnesses; we tender them to the defendant." 
Then they ask for this instruction: "I would like an instruction that 
these witnesses are readily available to the defendant." 
MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, counsel must have been a long 
ways back because about 1956 or 1957, our Court of Appeals said that 
is a very bad procedure. We haven't tendered witnesses in 
open court before a jury since. 
THE COURT: Oh, you occasionally do it at the bench. 
Well, I tell you, if he wants to talk to Mr. Livingston, why don't 


we get him down here? 
MR. BRENNAN: I don't want Livingston. 
THE COURT: Oh, you don't want him? 
MR. BRENNAN: No. 
THE COURT: Well, I tell you -- 
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MR. BRENNAN: He was in Buffalo over the weekend, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: If you want Mr. Livingston, the Court will have him 
here tomorrow. If you don't want him, you can't argue. 
MR. BRENNAN: I don't want him. I gambled on my defendant 
getting through. He did get through. I rest. 
THE COURT: Well, you prepare your argument this afternoon 
but leave Mr. Livingston out of it. 
MR. BRENNAN: [ll have my argument, Your Honor. Tu 
have to accept the Court's ruling on that. 
THE COURT: I'm sure you will but I tell you, if you want Mr. 
Livingston, we'll have him here tomorrow. 
MR. BRENNAN: No, I don't want him. 
= * * * x* 
Washington, D. C. 
Wednesday, May 17, 1961 


* * * * * 


THE COURT: Of course you can mention it in the indictment. 
I mean you can mention Livingston but I'm not going to give any 
instruction. 

MR. BRENNAN: I'm not asking the Court for the instruction. 
I want to argue the inference myself. 


* * * * * 


THE COURT: Of course, I assume you must be able to argue 
this: That if the jury has a reasonable doubt that Harry Livingston is 
a disbursing clerk -- 

MR. SMITHSON: Well, of course the evidence is, Your Honor, 
and it is .clear that the evidence was uncontroverted, that Harry M. 
Livingston is now and was then the disbursing clerk. 

THE COURT: Well, that is true. He can still argue that point 
if he wants to but you can’t argue the other point, and the other fellow, 
what was his name, that did come in? ° 

MR. SMITHSON: Harper. 

MR. BRENNAN: Harper. 
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THE COURT: Harper; he didn’t say he was a disbursing clerk. 
He said he was an assistant and I don't think this U. S. versus Jackson 
has anything to do with it. 
All right. 
MR. BRENNAN: I thank Your Honor. 
* * * 
JURY CHARGE 
THE COURT: Ladies and gentlemen of the jury, this case has 
now reached that stage where it becomes my duty to charge you on the 
law of the case, which charge you are required to follow in exercising 
your duty to pass on the facts in the case. 
Before going into the principles of law which must guide you in 
. your deliberations, I will discuss briefly with you the participants in 
the trial and the functions which each of us has in this case. 


Let us first consider counsel for the Government and counsel 
for the defendant. You met them in their opening statements. The 


Government attorney made an opening statement as to what the 
Government expected to prove and the defendant's attorney, at the 
opening of the defendant's case, made a statement as to what the 
defendant expected to prove. 
These statements as to what counsel for the Government and 
counsel for the defendant expected to prove do not constitute evidence 
in this case. At the close of the case counsel for the Government and 
counsel for the defendant made what we refer to as summations to the 
jury. They, of course, did not undertake to discuss all of the evidence 
in the case but they did discuss the evidence that constituted their recol- 
lection of that part of the evidence which they thought you should give 
special consideration to. If your recollection disagrees with their 
recollection, your recollection is controlling as you are the sole 
judges of the issues of fact. | 
During the course of the trial, there were occasions when there were 
colloquies between counsel and between counsel and the court in con- 
nection with which there may have been statements of alleged fact. 
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Quite obviously these statements do not constitute evidence. 

Now, as the function of the Court, it is my duty to conduct the 
trial of this case in an orderly and efficient manner, to rule upon questions 
of law during the course of the trial, and finally, to charge you with 
respect to the law which will control you in the determination of the 
issues of fact which you have to decide. 

You are not to draw any inference, nor are you to be influenced with 
respect to the guilt or innocence of the defendant by any ruling of this 
Court during the course of this trial. The Court made rulings of law 
and thereby disposed of the questions that were presented, either dealing 
with the admissibility or inadmissibility of evidence of questions that 
arose during the course of this trial. 

There is nothing that the Court has said during the course of the 
trial or that will be said during this charge which should carry with it 
any suggestion as to how the Court feels this case should be decided be- 
cause, as I shall point out to you ina moment, you are the sole judges 
of the issues of fact in this case and for me to suggest how you should 
decide the case would constitute an unwarranted assumption of your 
prerogatives in the case. 

Now, asI say, you are the sole judges of the issues of fact 
which you must decide in this case. You must base your verdict upon the 
evidence which you have heard from the witness stand and the exhibits 
which have been received in evidence and the inferences which are 
reasonably deducible from that evidence; that is, the testimony and 
exhibits. 

I repeat again: You are the sole judges of the issues of fact. 

That is your sole responsibility and noone can share it with you. 

Now, this defendant has been indicted, charged in 52 counts. A 
little later on I shail read the indictment to you but I whsh to say and 
emphasize at this point that the fact of his indictment raises no inference 
of guilt. The indictment is the method whereby the defendant is brought 
to trial and by which he is informed of the charges made against him. It 
is not evidence in the case. Every defendant in a criminal case is 
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presumed to be innocent and this presumption of innocence attaches to 
a defendant throughout the trial. The burden is on the Government to 
prove the defendant guilty beyond a reasonable doubt and if the Govern- 
ment fails to sustain this burden, then you must find the defendant not 
guilty. 
You may well ask what is meant by the phrase "a reasonable 
doubt."’ It does not mean any doubt whatsoever. Proof beyond a 
reasonable doubt is proof to a moral certainty and not necessarily proof 
to a mathematical certainty. A reasonable doubt is one which is reason- 
able in view of all the evidence. Therefore, if, after im com- 
parison and consideration of all the evidence you can candidly say that you 
are not satisfied with the guilt of the defendant, then you have a reason- 
able doubt, but, if after such impartial comparison and consideration 
of all the evidence and giving due consideration to the presumption of 
innocence which attaches to the defendant you can truthfully say that 
you have an abiding conviction of the defendant's guilt such as you would 


be willing to act upon in the more weighty and more important matters 

relating to your personal affairs, then you have no reasonable doubt. 
As 1 said, the term "reasonable doubt" means a doubt for which 

a good reason can be given in the light of all the evidence. It means a 

doubt which is substantial and not merely shadowy. It does not mean 

a doubt which is merely capricious or speculative. 


Now, in determining whether the Government has established. | 
the charges against the defendant beyond a reasonable doubt, 
you will consider and weigh the testimony of all the witnesses who 
have testified before you and all the circumstances concerning which 
testimony has been introduced. You are the sole judges of the cred- 
ibility of witnesses. In other words, you and you alone are to deter - 
mine whether to believe any witness and the extent to which any witness 
should be credited. In case there is any conflict in the testimony, it 
is your function to resolve the conflict and to determine where the 
truth lies. | 
In reaching a conclusion as the credibility of any witness and 
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in weighing the testimony of any witness, you may consider any matter 
which may have a bearing on the subject. For instance: You may con- 
sider the demeanor and the behavior of the witness on the witness stand, 
the witness' manner of testifying, whether the witness impresses you as 
a truth-telling individual, whether the witness impresses you as having 
an accurate memory and recollection, whether the witness has any 
motive for not telling the truth, whether the witness had full opportunity 
to observe the matters concerning which the witness has testified and 
whether the witness has any interest in the outcome of this case. If 
you find that any witness wilfully testified falsely as to any material 
fact concerning which the witness could not reasonably have been mis- 
taken, you are then at liberty, if you deem it wise to do so, to disregard 
the entire testimony of such witness or any part of the testimony 
of such witness. 

Now, there has been introduced in this case what we call expert 
testimony, that of the handwriting expert. Anexpert ina particular 
field is permitted to give his opinion in evidence but you are instructed 
that you are not bound by the testimony of such expert but should con- 
sider it in connection with the other evidence in the case and give it 
such weight as you believe it is entitled to. 

Now, in this case this defendant is charged in 52 counts with 
violation of 18 U. S. Code 287. I shall read to you the first count of 
the indictment: 

On or about May 1, 1956, within the District of Columbia, the 
defendant Claude Anderson Taylor wilfully and knowingly presented and 
caused to be presented to Harry M. Livingston, a person in the Civil 
Service of the United States, and the disbursing clerk of the Disbursing 
Office of the United States House of Representatives, an agency of the 
United States, a claim in the form of a voucher for salary against the 
Government of the United States, demanding compensation for one Gloria 
Penner, 3000 Connecticut Avenue, Northwest, Washington D. C., in 
the amount of $244.72 as payment for allegedly folding speeches and 
‘pamphlets in the @ntted states” House:of qs. ~ 
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| 
Representatives Folding Room during the period of April 2nd, 1956 to 
and including April 30, 1956, and the defendant Claude Anderson 
Taylor then well knew the aforementioned claim to be false, fictitious 
and fraudulent in that the aforementioned Gloria Penner had not folded 
any speeches or pamphlets in the United States House of Representatives 
Folding Room during the aforementioned period and was not entitled to 
any such compensation. 
Now, all of the counts, 52 counts in this indictment, are phrased 
in the same language. They differ only in this respect; that Counts 1 
through 16 relate to Gloria Penner and cover the period from May 1956 
to September 1957. Counts 17 through 32 refer to John F. Day and they 
cover the periods May 1956 to September, 1957. Counts 33 through 36 
refer to Richard E. Spotts and they relate to the period December, 1955 
to April 1956. Counts 37 through 52 relate to Bernice V. |Fordham and 
they cover the period from April '56 to September "57. 
You will take the indictment into the jury room with you where 
you can examine each count in detail. 
Now, the pertinent statute covering this matter reads as follows: 
Whoever makes or presents to any person or officer in the 
Civil, Military or Naval Service of the United States or to any depart- 
ment or agency thereof, any claim upon or against the United States 
or any department or agency thereof, knowing such claim to be false, 
fictitious or fraudulent, shall be punished by the penalty prescribed 
by the statute. 
In other words, the law makes it a criminal offense for anyone 
to make or present to any person or officer in the Civil, Military or 
Naval Service of the United States, or any department or agency there- 
of, any claim upon or against the United States or any department or 
officer thereof knowing such claim to be false, fictitious or fraudulent. 
Briefly, the Statute makes it a criminal offense for anyone to 
present a claim to the United States knowing such claim to be false, 
fictitious or fraudulent. In order to justify a verdict of guilty under 
this provision of the law -- and this provision applies to all 52 counts -- 
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the Government must establish the following elements beyond a reason- 
able doubt: 

1. That the defendant presented or bien someone else to 
present to a Government officer or employee a claim against the United 
States. In this case, this refers to the 52 vouchers known as Exhibit 
1-1 through 1-52; and, 

2. That the defendant knew that the claims were false, fictitious, 
or fraudulent. 

Now, does counsel have any suggestion to make before I close? 
If so, you may come to the bench. 

= * * * * 

THE COURT: Well, the crime described by this statute is 
fairly simple; I think I have adequately covered it. 

Do you have anything else? 

MR. BRENNAN: No, that's all. 

* x * 
IN OPEN COURT: 

THE COURT: Now, you are directed that your verdict must be 
the considered judgment of each juror. In order to return a verdict it 
is necessary that each juror agree thereto. Your verdict must be un- 
animous. It is your duty as jurors to consult with one another and to 
deliberate with the view to reaching an agreement if you can do so with- 
out violence to individual judgment. 

Each of you must decide the case for yourself but do so only 
after a consideration of the evidence with your fellow jurors. In the 
course of your deliberations do not hesitate to change an opinion when 
convinced it is erroneous but do not surrender your honest convictions 
as to the weight or effect of evidence solely because of the opinion of 
other jurors or for the mere purpose of returning 2 verdict. 

Now, at this time I would like to express the deep appreciation 
of the Court to the four alternates who have served in this case. I 
think by now in this stage of your period of service you know why we 
have alternates but to be sure I will explain it to you. 
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Every defendant is entitled to a trial by. a jury of twelve of his 
peers, which means twelve of his equals. If we should start a case 
with only 12 jurors and one or more of them should become ill or for 
some other reason unable to serve, it wouldn't make any difference 
what point of the case we had reached. For example, in this case this 

morning, if we had only twelve jurors and one of you became ill, 
we would have to declare a mistrial and start the case all over again 
at what, you must see, would be tremendous cost;and waste of time. 
Therefore, knowing that this case would run a week or more, we took 
four alternates. That is rather unusual. Usually they take one or two 
but having taken four alternates, four members of the jury could have 
become ill. We could have substituted the alternates and just proceeded 
with the case without any lost motion, lost money, or lost time. 

So you can see that alternate jurors perform a very important 
function. At this time I'd like to again thank each of you alternates for 
your patient consideration of this case throughout, your attention, and 
I will excuse you at this time. You may return to the jury lounge. If 
you have anything in the jury room, please get it now. 

Thank you very much. 

(The four alternates were excused.) 

THE COURT: Now, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, I have 
prepared here -- due to the fact that we have so many counts -- a 
verdict of the jury which lists.each count, 1 through 52. | 

You must return a verdict as to each count. Your verdict as to 

each count will be either guilty or not guilty. It can be not guilty 
as to all caynts but you have to list it in each count. It can be guilty as 
to all counts but you would have to list it as to each count; or it can be 
not guilty as to some counts and guilty as to other counts, 

The original of this verdict will be filled out by ue foreman after 
you have reached your decision, signed and dated. There will be a copy 

for each of you so that you may make a note of what your verdict is.as 
to each count in the event that one of counsel should request a polling 
of the jury after the case is over; in which event you would have a 
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memorandum to refer to. 

Now there are many exhibits in this case. Any exhibit that you 
wish, or if you wish all of them, your foreman has merely to ask for it 
and they will be sent in to you. 

When you first reach the jury room, you will elect a foreman or 
forewoman to preside over your deliberations and to announce your 
verdict. 

You may now retire to the jury room to consider your verdict. 

= * * * * 
[ Filed May 17, 1961] 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA) 

1 We } Criminal No. 

CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR ) 

VERDICT OF JURY 

Count #1 Guilty Count #18 Gui Count #36 Guilty 
Count #2 Guilty Count #19 Gui Count #37 Guilty 
- Count #3 Guilty Count #20 i Count #38 Guilty 
Count #4 Guilty | Count #21 Gui Count #39 Guilty 
- Count #5 Guilty § Count #22 Gui Count #40 Guilty 
Count #6 Guilty |  _ Count #23 Gui Count #41 Guilty 
Count #7 .Guilty — Count #24 Count #42 Guilty 
Count #8 Guilty — Count #25 i Count #43 Guilty 

Count #9 Guilty | Count #26 Gui Count #44 Guilty 
Count #10 Guilty | Count #27 Count #45 Guilty 
Count #11 Guilty Count #28 Count #46 Guilty 
Count #12 Guilty — Count #29 Count #47 Guilty 
Count #13 Guilty Count #30 Count #48 Guilty 
Count #14 Guilty Count #31 i Count #49 Guilty 
Count #15 Guilty | Count #32 Count #50 Guilty 
Count #16 Guilty | Count #33 Count #51 Guilty 
Count #17 Guilty Count #34 Count #52 Guilty 

’ Count #35 


Date: May 17, 1961 /s/ Leonard D. Lohr \ 
Foreman 


189 


[ Filed June 19, 1961] 


JUDGMENT AND COMMITMENT | 

On this 16th day of June, 1961 came the attorney for the 
government and the defendant appeared in person and by counsel, John 
W. Brennan, Esquire., | 

IT IS ADJUDGED that the defendant has been convicted upon his 
plea of not guilty and a verdict of guilty of the offense of Violation 
Section 287, Title 18, U. S. Code as charged-anttthe court having asked 
the defendant whether he has anything to say why judgment should not 
be pronounced, and no sufficient cause to the contrary being shown or 
appearing to the Court, 

IT IS ADJUDGED that the defendant is guilty as charged and 
convicted. 

IT IS ADJUDGED that the defendant is hereby committed to the 
custody of the Attorney General or his authorized representative for 
imprisonment for a period of One (1) year to Three (3) years on count 1; 
One (1) year to Three (3) years on each of counts 2 through 52; said 
Sentences on counts 2 through 52 to run concurrently with each other and 
concurrently with the seutence imposed on count 1. | 

IT IS ORDERED that the Clerk deliver a certified copy of this 
judgment and commitment to the United States Marshal or other 
qualified officer and that the copy serve as the commitment of the defendant. 

/s/ George L. Hart, Jr. 
United States District Judge. 
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[ Filed June 23, 1962] 


NOTICE OF APPEAL 
Name and address of appellant: Claude Anderson Taylor, 200 19th 
Street, S. E, Washington, D. Cc. 
Name and address of appellant's attorney: John W. Brennan, 261 
Constitution Avenue, N. W., Washington D. C. 
Offense: Knowingly presenting false payroll voucher to U. S. Disbursing 
office, Title 18 U. S. C. 287. 
Concise statement of judgment or order, giving date, and any sentence 
Jury verdict of guilty on 52 counts; Judgment and sentence on 
June 16th, 1961; that appellant be committed to custody for a 
period of 1 to 3 years on first count; and like concurrent 
sentence on remaining counts of the indictment. 
Name of institution where now confined, if not on bail 
District of Columbia Jail 
200 19th Street, S. E. 
Washington, D. C. 
1, the above-named appellant, hereby appeal to the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit from the above- 
stated judgment. 


June 20th, 1961. /s/ Claude Anderson Taylor 
Appelant 


/s/ John W. Brennan 
Attorney for Appellant. 
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BRIEF FOR APPELLANT 


United States Court of Appeals 


FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 


No. 16524 


CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, 
Appellant, 


THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Appellee. 


APPEAL FROM THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


PRB SOBR SONT BE ADEE JOHN W. BRENNAN 


District ae : roud Esso Building 
261 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
FILED SEP 1 5 1961 Washington 1, D. C. ; 


agate ee LE al Attorney for Appellant 


ROBERT I. THIEL 


(i) 


STATEMENT OF QUESTIONS PRESENTED 


Capitol of the United States in defiance and 
contempt of the law of the land and the Constitu- 


Representatives? 


JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 


STATUTES INVOLVED 


STATEMENT OF POINTS RELIED UPON BY THE APPELLANT . 
SUMMARY OF APPELLANT'S ARGUMENT =  - += + + 5 


Trial Court Erred in Admitting Photostats 
Of Disputed Documents to be Used in Evidence 


The Government Should Not Be Allowed to 

Use Records Obtained by an Illegal Search of the 
Files .of : the United States House of 

Representatives in the Trial of the Appellant 


CONCLUSION 


TABLE OF CASES 
Campbell v. Laclede Gaslight Company, 
119 U.S. 445, 30 L. Ed. 459 
Francis v. United States, 239 F. 2d 562 


Kaisha v. American President Lines, Ltd., 
265 F. 2d 418, 1958 A 


McDonald v. United States, 89 F. 2d 128 

Manton v. United States, 107 F. 2d 834 

Trimble v. Johnson, 178 F. Supp. 651 

United States v. Schneiderman, 106 F. Supp. 731 


STATUTES 


Title 2, Sec. 91, United States Code 

Title 18, Sec. 287, United States Code 
Title 28, Sec. 1782 (b), United States Code 
Title 28, Sec. 1733 (6), United States Code 


TEXT BOOKS 


Congressional Code Service, 1951. A ‘ 


Questioned Documents, 2nd Ed., Albert Osborne 


Photographic Evidence, 1942, Charles C. Scott 


4 Wigmore, 4th Edition, Sec. 1185, 797. 3 


UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
For The District of Columbia Circuit 


No. 16,524 


CLAUDE ANDERSON TAYLOR, 


THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 


APPEAL FROM THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


BRIEF FOR APPELLANT 


JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT 


The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under Section 1291 of 
Title 28 of the United States Code and Rule $7, Federal Rules of Criminal 


Procedure. 


STATEMENT ~ THE CASE | 


The appellant, Claude A. Taylor, was found guilty by a jury of a 52- 
count indictment filed November 14, 1960, (J.A. 1-28). The Government 
alleged while the appellant was employed as the Superintendent of the 
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Folding Room of the United States House of Representatives, he presented 
52 false pay vouchers in the name of four fictitious persons to the disburs- 
ing officer of the United States House of Representatives as payment for 
services performed in the Folding Room by four unknown employees 

(J-A. 1 thru 28). 7 


In presenting the case to the jury, the Government did not offer the 
vouchers themselves or photographs thereof, but tendered photostat cop- 
ies of the. vouchers which were admitted over objection (J.-A. 29 - $1). 
After the admission of the photostats of the vouchers, the witnesses 
William Miller and Ralph R. Roberts, the doorkeeper and the clerk, re- 
spectively, of the United States House of Representatives, were asked not 
only to identify their own signatures from the photostat copies but also 
the other signatures appearing thereon (J.A. 36). On cross-examination 
the witness Roberts then admitted that certain of his signatures were 
apparently made by a rubber stamp, and at that time he identified the 
rubber stamp impressions by certain initials appearing on the photostatic 
copies (J.A. 46). On the direct examination the witness Miller identified 
the signatures on the copies of the vouchers as his own> however, on cross- 
examination had no explanation for one voucher which did not even contain 
his signature, although by law none can be cashed without his signature 
being affixed to the voucher. (J.A. 52 - 55) 


Going beyond the admission of the photostats and the testimony 
thereon, the Government in offering the photostat copies cited 28 U.S.C. 
1732 to the effect that the General Accounting Office does not have to pro- 
duce the original records for trial in the District Court, and that the cer- 
tification of the photostats by the officer in charge of the original is 
sufficient for the admission of these copies in evidence (J.A. 31). How- 
ever, the witness Carl Lilja testified that the original vouchers were 
sent to the Federal Bureau of Investigation at its request for its own 
purpose, and that the original vouchers were thereafter returned to the 
custody of the General Accounting Office (J.-A. 165). 
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In observance of the privileges of the United States House of 
Representatives, the Government caused a subpoena duces tecum to 
be served on both the doorkeeper and the clerk of the House of Repre- 
sentatives; and in response thereto, the United States House of 
Representatives passed Resolutions Nos. 255, 256, which allowed cer- 
tain privileged records to be brought into the District Court for the 
trial of the appellant (J.-A. 28). In the course of the trial, however, 
Agent Hutchison of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, testified that 
he went to the United States House of Representatives and there had the 
files and records brought to him in an office of the Folding Room of the 
United States House of Representatives more than a year before the 
subpoena or the Resolutions Ifid been acted upon (JA. 155). The Agent 
further testified that he made this search of the files and records of 
the United States House of Representatives without leave or permission 
of the Speaker of the United States House of Representatives or the 
Chairmen of the various committees in whose exclusive possession and 
control these records rest according to the privileges and prerogatives 
of the United States Congress (J.A. 155). 


STATUTES INVOLVED 


United States Code, Title 18, § 287 

§ 287. False, fictitious or fraudulent claims | 

Whoever makes or presents to any person or officer in the 
civil, military, or naval service of the United States, or to any depart- 
ment or agency thereof, any claim upon or against the United |States, 
or any department or agency thereof, knowing such claim to be false, 
fictitious, or fraudulent, shall be fined not more than $10,000 or im- 

prisoned not more than five years, or both. 
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United States Code, Title 28 § 1782 (0) 

Hf any business, institution, member of a profession or calling 
or any department or agency of government, in the regular course of 
pasiness or activity, has kept or recorded any memorandum, writing, 
entry, print, representation or combination thereof, of any act, trans- 
action, occarence, or event, and in the regular course of business has 
caused any or all of the same to be recorded, copied, or reproduced by 
any photographic, photostatic, microfilm, micro card, miniature photo- 
graphic, or other process, which accurately reproduces or forms a 
durable medium for so reproducing the original, the original may be 
destroyed in the regular course of business, unless held in a custodial 
or fiduciary capacity, or unless preservation is required by law. Such 
reproduction when satisfactorily identified, is as admissible in evidence 
as the original itself in any judicial or administrative proceeding whether 
the original is in existence or not and an enlargement or facsimile or 

ikewi admissible in evidence if thé original is 


is otherwise admissible under the rules of evidence. 
United States Code, Title 28 § 1733 (b) 
$1733 (b) Government Records and Papers 
(b) Properly authenticated copies or transcript of any 
books, records, papers, or documents of any department or agency of 
the United States shall be admitted in evidence equally with the original 
thereof. June 28, 1948, c. 646, 62 Stat- 946. 


United States Code, Title 2 $91 

§91 Inquiry by Committee on Accounts of House of 
Representatives. 

It shall be the duty of the Committee on Accounts of the 
House of Representatives from time to time to enquire into the 
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enforcement or violation of any sections 85 to 90 of this title; and for 
this purpose they are authorized to send for persons and papers and to 
administer oaths, and they shall report to the House at least once every 
session their compliance. 


§ 91--Change to read Committee on House Administration, by 
Act of August 2, 1946, c 723 § 121, 60 Stat. 822. 


STATEMENT OF POINTS RELIED UPON BY THE APPELLANT 


1. The trial court erred in allowing the Government to introduce 
photostat copies of the original disputed vouchers. | 

2. The Government should not have been allowed to use jin trial, 
matter and information obtained by violating the privileges of the United 
States House of Representatives. 


SUMMARY OF APPELLANT'S ARGUMENT | 


1. That the use of photostatic copies in disputed document cases 
lends itself to conjecture and mistake by the witnesses and prejudices 
the defendant in that the apparent mistakes and discrepancies are not 
apparent to the jury or the defendant. 


2. That the Constitution of the United States of America has 
created three branches of Government, and clothes each with certain 
rights and privileges, and the Executive branch should not be allowed 
to profit in trial by its violation of the privileges of the Legisiative 


branch. 
| 


ARGUMENT 
I 


The admission of authenticated photostat copies of disputed original 
vouchers without first determining whether or not the photostats were 
the best available evidence and that these copies are of equal probative 
value to the original is prejudical error. 
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Appellant contends in the admission of copies of the original dis- 
puted vouchers solely on the authentication by the custodial officer as 
is provided by Title 28 §17SS (b), of the United States Code, which 
allows copies to be admitted in evidence equally with the originals, is 

legislative intent 
of this statute, judical constructions, the 
on photographing disputed documents, as wel the primary rules of 
evidence which insure the appellant a fair trial. In the United States 
Code, Title 28 § 1738 (b) and § 1732 (b) are inseparable here inasmuch 
as the latter provides for the use of the photostatic process as evidence. 
However, this appellant urges neither section insures the admission of 
the photostats admitted here. The United States Congressional Code 
Service, 1951, pl707, in setting out the legislative history of § 1732 (b) 


Where photostatic process has 
i of business there 
c copies should 
a judical or admin- 
istrative 

The photostats here do not fit this definition in that they were made 
especially for this trial. Ina civil case, Kaisha v. American President 
Lines, Ltd., 265 F .24 418, CCA 2, 1958, in denying the admission of 
photostat copies of business records because they had be made specifi- 
cally for trial, the court therein asked the question, which obviously 

«Bow could there be any guarantee that they 

may be relevant?" Within this 

question lies the whole kernel as to the probhtive worth of the present 
photostats. Here the prosecution in offering the copies proferred no 
reason or motivation for the use of copies other than § 1733 permits 
the admission of the photostats, thereby begging the question raised 
by the statute. Do the copies evidence equally with the original? The 
witness, Roberts, demonstrated the copies do not evidence equally in- 
asmuch as he identified as his own signature, rubber stamp impressions 


7 


placed on the originals by another. (J.A. 46) Moreover, in construing 
the forerunner of § 1733 (b) the courts have held "evidence equally” 

does not mean in all cases the copy should have the same probative value 
as the original. In Campbell v. Laclede Gaslight Co., 119 U.S. 445, 30 
L. Ed. 459, Mr. Justice Miller stated, 


"It could not have been intended to say that when the 
existence of the instrument is conceded, but a ques- 
tion arises as to some particular word or figure, | 
the copy would be as convincing as the original." | 

The prosecution here in relying on the statutory provisions of § 1732 (b) 
| 
and $ 1783 (b) in tandem fashion is adding fish to fowl to defeat the logical 


and reasonable application of the "best" evidence rules. 


The "best" evidence rule is an exception to the sseciaay rule, and 
§ 1782 (b) is an exception to the "best evidence rule", and even this ex- 
ception to an exception did not leave the best evidence rule gutless. In 
construing a previous enactment of the section, Mr. Justice Sutherland 
stated, | 


! ##* the best evidence rule should not be pushed beyond 
the reason upon which it rest. It should be so applied 
as the Supreme Court has held in an early case as to 
promote the ends of justice and guard against fraud or 
imposition. ***. The rule is not based upon the view 
that the so-called secondary evidence is not competent, 
since if the best evidence is shown to be unobtainable, | 
secondary evidence at once becomes admissible, and 
if it appears as it does here, that what is called second- 
ary evidence is clearly equal to probative value to what 
is called primary proof, and that fraud or imposition | 
reasonably is not to be feared, the reason upon which | 
the best evidence rule rest cbasgs. cake 


Manton v. United States, 107 F .2d 834 at p. 845. In the instant case 
there is a showing the originals are obtainable and also the copies do 


not have equal probative value to the original. As far as availability 

is concerned, General Accounting Office sent the originals to the Justice 
Department (J.A. 165) and ergo, can send them to Court. As to probative 
value, Witness Roberts called rubber stamp impressions his signature 
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(J.A. 46). Again, as to the original vouchers being available to the Justice 
Department and not to the Court, there is an accepted proposition in 
evidence that the best obtainable proof must be brought to court by the 
litigants. Thus in McDonald v. United States, 89 F. 2d 128 at pp. 186 
& 187, "That secondary evidence of a fact may not be offered so long as 
primary evidence is extant and obtainable", and appellant submits that 
if the originals were avilable to the Justice Department, then they are 
extant and available for trial here. Also, Francis v. United States, 289 
F.2d 562, regarding best evidence, “It is merely a means of requiring 

- that litigants produce the most superior evidence available, not neces- 
sarily the strongest ***. In other words the rules contemplate only a 
situation where the objectionable evidence is clearly substitutionary, 
and not the best under the circumstances.” There is 2 corollary argu- 
ment for using documents, and not copies, that. holds as to compulsory 
process, if possible evidentiary value of document in custody of Govern- 
ment agency is such that use thereof may fairly be considered essential 
to defense in criminal prosecution, the Government should be compelled 
to produce the document, United States v- Schneiderman, 106 F. Supp. 731. 


In 4 Wigmore, 4th Edition, § 1185(5)(b), p- 325, a rule on production 
of documents is stated, 


When a witness is asked to identify the signature of a 
document, the document must be before him because 
an observation of the specific document, as well asa 
knowledge of the type of handwriting is necessary", 


and in 3 Wigmore, § 797(b)(1), 


"If the original is obtainable but has not been produced 
then the general rule applies and there is no excuse 
for resorting to copies of any sort; am ordinary photo- 
graph is inadmissible.” 
In the present case. the Witnesses, Roberts and Miller, have identified 
signatures from photostats although the originals were obtainable. The 
most deleterious statement on the use of photostat copies is in Ques- 


tioned Documents, Second Edition, by Albert S. Osborn at p. 60, "In 
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the photostat" photograph, black on white, or reverse again to be like 
the original, much detail is lost as the process purposely aims to 
secure the greatest possible contrast. The intermediate shades are 
nearly all lost. Ordinarily these photographs are not desirable for 
disputed document illustrations and sometimes serve to hide some of 
the most significant evidence of forgery. Again in Photographic Evi- 
dence, 1942, Scott, § 385 Photostat Machines Unsuitable, 
‘You may have noticed that the familiar photostat 
machine has not been discussed as being a suitable 
instrument for making photographs of disputed docu- 
ment for use as evidence. A word of caution should 
be given regarding all machines of the photostat 
type. While they are satisfactory for routine copy- 
ing of office records, deeds, leases, and court papers, . 
they should never be employed for disputed document. ' 
cases because they produce a copy that is harsh, con- 
trasty and utterly useless in showing fine detail and 
delicate gradation of tone xy 
So notwithstanding terms of "best" evidence, "secondary" evi- 
dence, duplicate originals and the like the appellant is aggrieved in 
reality because there was no real evidence produced against him. The 
jury did not see by actual inspection in open court the documents alleged 
to have been presented by the appellant to the disbursing officer, even 
though the documents themselves were obtainable, and proved of a great- 
er probative value than the copies introduced by the Government. 


II 


An executive agency of the Government should not be allowed to 
use in a judicial trial, information and records obtained by clandestine 
search of the legislative files and records. 


The Federal Bureau of Investigation by going into the files and 
records of the United States House of Representatives without permis- 
sion of the House has destroyed in part our Government's basic concept 
as defined by the Constitution of the United States of America. Namely, 
Articles I, Il and III of this Constitution are ignored. Further, the search 
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was illegal and unlawful in that the law of the land was violated. The 
United States Code, Title 2 §91, spells out for everyone, agents included, 
that the Committee on House Administration alone has the authority to 
inquire into the payroll and employee records, and no statutory right has 
ever been given to the Federal Bureau of Investigation. In Trimble - v. 
Johnson, 173 F. Supp. 651, Judge Holtzoff of our District Court in con- 
sidering a request for mandamus by a newspaperman to inspect these 
same records stated no statutory right is granted to the plaintiff, or 

any other member of the public to have access to the records he seeks 
to inspect. Agents of the Federal Bureau of Investigation have no great- 
er right than the newspaperman, Trimble, or any other citizen to make 
an inspection of these records without leave of the United States House 
of Representatives. The appellant, by his counsel, suggests that the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation is in contempt of Congress, and that 
this Court should not honor in trial the product of a lawless means. 


CONCLUSION 


The trial court erred in admitting photostat copies of the original 
documents because the original documents are readily obtainable and 
of a higher probative value than the copies; and as a matter of law the 
defendant is entitled to have the originals to use in his defense, and for 
cross-examination. 


Also, the Government should not have the use of evidence obtained 
by unlawful and illegal search. 


Wherefore appellant urges that the matter be reversed and 
remanded. 


Respectfully submitted, 


JOHN W. BRENNAN 
261 Constitution Ave., N.W. 


Washington 1, D. C. 
Attorney for Appellant 


BRIEF FOR APPELLEE 


OOOO 


United States Court of Appeals 


FOR THH DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA gxacuir 
| 
No. 165% 


Cuaups ANDERSON TaYLoR, APPELLANT 
v. 


Unrrep States or AMERICA, APPELLEE 


| 
APPEAL FROM THE UNITED STATES DISTRIOT COURT FOR THE 
DISTRIOT OF COLUMBIA 
DAVID C. ACHESON, 
United States Attorney. 
NATHAN J. PAULSON, 
FREDERICK /G. SMITHSON, 
ABBOTT A. LEBAN, 
Assistant United States Attorneys. 


United States Court of Appeals 
| For the 
District of Columbia Crreuit 


FILED | Uus : u Wo] 


Gye he by. dleatal 
CLERK 


No. 16524 
QUESTIONS PRESENTED 


In the opinion of appellee, the questions presented are: 

|. Whether certified photostatic copies of Government 
| -wouchers in the custody of the General Accounting Office are 
| admissible in evidence, without production of the originals, 
| for the purposes of (a) establishing the existence and terms 
| of the originals; and (b) using the signature “Claude A. 
Taylor” appearing thereon, in comparison with proven speci- 
| mens of appellant’s handwriting, to establish his making of the 
original vouchers? 

| 2 Whether, assuming that an FBI agent had examined 
| certain records of the House of Representatives without per- 
| mission of the Speaker of the House, appellant is aggrieved by 
the subsequent introduction of some of those records into evi- 
' dence, where the House of Representatives had by resolutions 
\ eonsented to their release to the prosecution for that purpose? 


| Additionally, where this question is raised for the first time 
"on sppeal, is not appellant barred from having it even 
; ? 


@ 


Counterstatement of the case 
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FOE THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA cIEcurTr 


No. 16524 


CuaupB ANDERSON TAYLOR, APPELLANT 
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Untrep StaTes oF AMERICA, APPELLEE 


APPEAL FROM THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


BRIEF FOR APPELLEE 


COUNTERSTATEMENT OF THE CASE 


A District Court jury rendered a guilty verdict against ap- 
pellant on each of 52 counts (J.A. 188) of a 52-count indict- 
ment (J-A. 1-28) charging violations of 18 USC. § 287 (1958) 
(Brief for Appellant, p. 3).1 From a judgment of conviction 
sentencing appellant to imprisonment for from one to three 
years on each count, all terms to run concurrently (J-A. 189), 
he appeals (J.A. 190). 

Title 18 U.S.C. § 287 (1958), as far as it applies here, makes 
it criminal for any person to make or present to any person in 
the civil service of the United States, or to any department or 
agency thereof, any claim upon or against the United States, 
knowing such claim to be false, fictitious, or fraudulent. 

The indictment in this case, considered as a whole, charged 
appellant with having willfully and knowingly presented to the 
Disbursing Clerk of the Disbursing Office of the House of 
Representatives certain false, fictitious, and fraudulent claims 


2 Hereinafter “Br.” 
qd) 
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against the United States in the form of salary vouchers de- 
manding compensation for four persons in the House of Repre- 
sentatives Folding Room who had not performed the services 
for which the vouchers had been drawn and who were not en- 
titled to the compensation claimed. The counts of the indict- 
ment varied only as to the dates on which the false claims had 
been presented, the pay-periods covered by the salary vouchers, 
and the employees, or bogus employees, for whom compen- 
sation had been demanded. The counts ran in series. Counts 
1 through 16 (J.A. 1-9) related to salary vouchers for one 
Gloria Penner, 3000 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Washington, 
D.C.; counts 17 through 32 (J.A. 10-17), John F. Day (in some 
counts, John Day, no middle initial), 641 C Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C.; counts 33 through 36 (J.A. 18-19), Richard 
E. Spotts, 1314 16th Street, N.W., Washington, DC.; and 
counts 37 through 52 (J.A. 20-28), Bernice V. Fordham (in 
some counts, Bernice Fordham, no middle initial), 7418 Geor- 
gia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. The pay-periods in 
question ran from the end of 1955 (see J.A. 18) through August 
of 1957 (see J.A. 9, 17, 27). =< 

Taking the view of the evidence most favorable to appellee,* 
the jury had before them evidence from which they could have 
found, and must be deemed to have found, the following: 


THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES FOLDING BOOM: 
AND PROCEDUEE 


The House of Representatives Folding Room is located in 
the basement of the New House Office Building (J.A: 66). It 
employs annually anywhere from 50 to 200 employees, depend- 


2 See Ingrem v. United States, 380 US. 672, 678 (1959) ; Glasser v. United 
States, 315 U.S. 60, 80 (1942) ; Morton v. United States, 79 U.S. App. D.C. 


appellant failed to renew his motion for judgment of acquittal at the close 
of all the evidence (see Tr. 687); nor was there any post-verdict motion 
for acquittal 2.0.v. See Battle v. United States, 92 U.S. App. D.C. 220, 206 
FP. 2d 440 (1953). 
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ing on the volume of work (J.A. 66, Tr. 94-95). Their duties 
in the main consist of folding speeches and pamphlets (Tr. 
138). Most of them work there on an hourly rate basis, get- 
ting paid once a month (J.A. 66). Some of them are there for 
a long time, others’ employment is but for a short duration 
(Tr. 138). 

In immediate charge of the Folding Room is a Superintendent 
(J.A. 66). Hein turn falls under the jurisdiction of the Door- 
keeper of the House of Representatives (J.A. 36, 48). It is 
the Doorkeeper who, at least during the period in question, 
had the authority to make appointments to the Folding Room 
(Tr. 146).* Hourly rate employment, however, is subject to the 
power of the House Patronage Committee (Tr. 94-95), so that 
the rate employees “were to be recommended to the person 
in charge by the Committee or have the subsequent approval 
by the Committee” (Tr. 421-422). Thus the Folding Room 
Superintendent has no authority to hire hourly employees unless 
such authority is given to him by the House Patronage Com- 
mittee (J.-A. 48), and in any event the actual appointment is 
made by the Doorkeeper (Tr. 146). 

Appellant, Claude Anderson Taylor, was the Superintendent 
of the House Folding Room from January 7, 1955, to May 5, 
1959 (J.A. 35-36, 41, 48, 117; Gov't. Ex. 7(1)-7(20)). The 
Doorkeeper during that iod (as at present) was the Hon. 
William M. Miller (J.A. 48). The Disbursing Clerk for the 
Folding Room operation, as well as for the entire House of 
Representatives, was and is the House Clerk, the Hon. Ralph R. 
Roberts (J.A. 35-36). 

Limiting the discussion here to the period covered by the 
indictment, the hourly employees in the Folding Room were 


®0n occasion the Folding Room Superintendent might detail some em 
of Congress for temporary work, 
not for as long as a month, and at all 


still have to be appointed by 
he would not likely be turned down (Tr. 146). 
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paid by voucher (J.A. 48).° A salary voucher for each Fold- 
ing Room Employee would be prepared in the Folding Room 
(J.A. 66), approved by the Superintendent by affixing his signa- 
ture to the voucher (JA. 36), then countersigned additionally 
by the Doorkeeper (ibid.), and forwarded to the Disbursing 
Office for signature by the Clerk as Disbursing Clerk and for 
issuance of a salary check payable to the individual employee 
concerned (J.A. 36, 53, 66). Doorkeeper Miller, in other 
words, could not accept and countersign a voucher unless it 
already bore appellant’s signature (J.A. 52-53), and similarly, 
Clerk Roberts always received a voucher pre-signed by both 
appellant and Miller (J.A. 47). Thus, during the period in 
question, Clerk Roberts affixed his signature to each and every 
salary voucher that originated in the Folding Room (J.A. 
45-46), using, for the sake of convenience, a rubber-stamp 
replica or facsimile (J.A. 36, 46-47). Later the vouchers would 
be approved by the Hon. Omar Burleson, Chairman of the 
House Administration Committee (J.A. 54). 

The vouchers came to the Disbursing Office in sets of two 
(J.-A. 45). Each individual voucher, at that time, would set 
forth only the number of hours worked during the pay-period 
and the applicable rate of pay. The Disbursing Office would 
then determine the amount of Federal withholding tax, deduct 
it from gross earnings, and make a net check to the employee 
in the amount representing gross earnings less withholdings. 
(J.A. 67.) The original voucher would be sent to the General 
Accounting Office for post-audit, while the copy (duplicate 
original), not bearing the signatures on it, would be retained 
in the House Disbursing Office for its own records (J.A. 29-30, 
45). As for how the Folding Room employees actually got 
paid, before appellant was appointed Superintendent they 
went individually to the Disbursing Office and picked up their 
own checks (Tr. 313); during the period covered by the in- 
dictment, however, either appellant himself or someone de- 
tailed by him would get all the Folding Room checks from the 


* Apparently, the Folding Room had a small number of “regular” employees 
on salary 2s opposed to hourly rate work; the payroll for the “regular” 
employees was not handled by voucher but rather made up directly in the 
Disbursing Office (J.A. 120). 
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Disbursing Office and, physically returning to the Folding 
Room, hand each employee his own check (J.A. 66; Tr. 314). 


THE INDICTMENT VOUCHERS 


Introduced into evidence at trial were Government’s Ex- 
hibits 1(1)-1(52), a series of photostatic copies of the origi- 
nal vouchers referred to in the 52 counts of the indictment, 
the number in the parentheses of the exhibit number cor- 
responding to the indictment count involved. For purposes 
of illustration, Gov’t Ex. 1(1), relating to count 1 of the n- 
dictment, is set forth in its entirety, with its General Account- 
ing Office certification, as Appendix A, infra, pp. 33-34. 

The principal Government witness testifying as to these 
indictment vouchers, so-called, was Doris McCann, a Folding 
Room employee since 1945, who had become appellant’s sole 
secretary upon his accession in 1955 to the office of Superm- 
tendent (J.A. 118-120). She was the person responsible for, 
among other things, preparation of the payroll for the hourly 
employees in the Folding Room (J.A. 120). When a person 
came to work there, she maintained in her records his person- 
nel card, withholding exemption certificate, and personnel 
loyalty affidavit, the latter two documents notarized (J-A. 
120). The names of the persons on the payroll would be 
taken from the personnel cards, and from the vouchers as they 
came in (J.A. 121). 

A supply of blank vouchers (that is to say, blank except for 
the pre-printed matter thereon (J.A. 131-132)) was kept in 
several places in and around the Folding Room, some in ap- 
pellant’s office (J.A. 121) in his desk drawer (Tr. 496). It was 
appellant who gave Doris McCann the indictment vouchers 
already pre-signed with the signatures of Penner, Day, Spotts, 
and Fordham (J.A. 130), and it was under his instructions that 
McCann completed their preparation (J.A.121). At first Me- 
Cann did not have the usual personnel card for any of the four 
employees in question and asked appellant for them several 
times (J.A. 122); ultimately, after appellant said she would 
get them, she obtained them, together with the required per- 
sonnel loyalty affidavits and withholding exemption certifi- 
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cates, from appellant’s desk (ibid.). They were already made 
out at that time (J.A. 142). 

The basic hourly data used to prepare the salary vouchers 
came initially from the Folding Room’s Daily Time Sheets 
(for 1955 and 1956, Gov’t Exs. 9-A, 9-B), which was in effect 
a place where employees logged their in-time and out-time 
prior to the advent of time clocks in the Folding Room in 
1958 (J-A. 123). McCann prepared these time sheets too 
(J.A. 123, 129). The names of Penner, Day, Spotts, and 
Fordham did not appear on any of these lists, because McCann 
had been instructed by appellant to leave their names off (J-A. 
128, 129). 

Before the vouchers were reached, the hours and dates ap- 
pearing on the Daily Time Sheets would be posted by Doris 
McCann onto Work Sheets (for 1955 and 1956, Gov’t Exs. 
27-A, 27-B), then used in turn to prepare both the vouchers 
and the monthly reports of the Folding Room (J.A. 129). 
From where, then, did McCann obtain the hours to place on 
the Work Sheets in order to prepare vouchers for Penner, Day, 
Spotts, and Fordham? Not from the Daily Time Sheets, be- 
cause these names did not appear there (J.A. 142-143). 
Rather she obtained them verbally from appellant (J.A. 130, 
143). She “would just take it from there” (J.A. 130). This 
meant that arbitrarily, taking the aggregate number of hours 
given her by appellant as those worked by one of the em- 
ployees in question, she would break them down on the Work 
Sheets into days and hours, which, as she said, “would balance 
out the number of hours that I was given” (J.A. 134-135).° 

Then McCann, placing the hours worked on the vouchers, 

them down to the gross total salary for the month 
(J.A. 132). They went to appellant for his signature (J.A. 
132), and McCann saw appellant sign them (J.A. 131). 


e-The trial court, on numerous occasions at the bench, expressed amaze 
ment 2s to the “incredible laxity” (Tr. 605-606) in the operation of the 


2 matter of fact,” 
prised that the defendant doesn’t 
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THE INDICTMENT CHECKS 


For each of the indictment vouchers, there issued from the 
House Disbursing Office a salary check, drawn on the Treas- 
urer of the United States to the account of Ralph R. Roberts, 
Clerk of the House of Representatives (J.A. 60). Thirteen 
of them, issued earliest in point of time, were in the custody 
of the General Accounting Office, and bear Government’s Ex- 
hibit Nos. 2(1)-2(13); the remaining thirty-nine, issued later 
in point of time, were in the custody of the Treasury Depart- 
ment (which in 1956 replaced GAO as the custodian of paid 
Government checks), and bear Government’s Exhibit Nos. 
14(1)-14(39). Here, the number within the parentheses of 
the exhibit number does not correspond to the indictment 
counts. These checks were cashed in the Washington area, 
cleared into the District of Columbia Clearing House, and 
transmitted to the Treasury where they were paid (J.A. 61). 

The prosecution’s testimony, coupled with the intrinsic evi- 
dence of the checks themselves, clearly established that the 
proceeds derived from the cashing of the checks found their 

bands and were thereafter unaccounted 

ws on its reverse the first indorsement in 
the name of the payee appearing on its face; in a majority of 
instances, a second indorsement either in the name of “Doris 
McCann,” appellant’s secretary already mentioned, or in the 
name of “James Hawkins,” & Folding Room employee since 
1953 (J.A. 143) ; and in the same majority of instances, a third 
rubber-stamp indorsement by the Sergeant-at-Arms’ Office of 
the House of Representatives. Esch of the cashiers at the 
Sergeant-at-Arms’ Office had their own personal rubber-stamp, 
identified by roman numeral; by way of concrete example, 
cashier Raiden had stamp numbered “I” (J.-A. 108-104), cash- 
ier Boykin stamp numbered “TI” (J.A. 107-108), and cashier 
Wilson stamp numbered “IIT” (J.A. 110-111). Thus, ina ma- 
jority of instances, one of the three cashiers was able to testify, 
from the rubber-stamp indorsement on the reverse of each 
check, that it had been cashed by him at the Sergeant-at-Arms’ 
Office of the House. 

Again, with respect to about half of the 52 indictment 
checks, the prosecution established the identity of the person 
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who cashed each check at the Sergeant-at-Arms’ Office. That 
person was either Doris McCann or James Hawkins. And the 
cash that they received was delivered to appellant. The 
schedule on the following pages, with references to the joint 
appendix inserted where applicable, trace the proceeds of each 
check accounted for by the testimony at trial (infra, pp. 10-11). 

In those instances in which McCann cashed the checks, she 
testified that she obtained them from appellant in his office and 
received instructions to cash them at the Sergeant-at-Arms’ 
(J-A. 136-140). At the time she received the checks, they were 
already indorsed on the reverse in the name of the payee; she, 
McCann, never made any of the first indorsements (J.A. 137, 
139). The second indorsements were hers (J.A. 137, 138). In 
every case, McCann, acting on appellant’s instructions, brought 
the money back to him directly, and appellant told her he 
would see to it that the payee named on the check got the 
money (J.A. 140). McCann was never directed by appellant 
to take the funds from the checks she had cashed and deliver 
them personally to the employees concerned (J.A. 139-140). 
Once McCann had occasion to ask appellant why she should 
have to cash these checks for other people; the reason she asked 
was that previously appellant had told her that these persons 
worked “upstairs”; and by “upstairs,” McCann thought ap- 
pellant. perhaps meant 2 Member’s office, but she really didn’t 
know (J.A_ 139). 

James Hawkins had pretty much the same story to tell. He 
too cashed checks for appellant and other persons who worked 
in the Folding Room (J.A. 144). He too received from appel- 
lant many of the indictment checks preindorsed in the name 
of the four payees in question, second-indorsed them with his 
own signature, cashed them at the Sergeant-at-Arms’, and gave 
the checks’ proceeds to appellant in accordance with his in- 
structions (J.A. 144-150). | 


THE PRE-INDICTMENT VOUCHERS AND CHECES 


Also admitted into evidence at trial were three Spotts vouch- 
ers, and the checks issued thereon, which were not involved in 
any of the indictment counts but which had a bearing on the 
element of scienter required for conviction under the statute, 
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18 U.S.C. § 287 (Br. at 3). These pre-indictment “vouchers, 
so-called, were Government’s Exhibits Nos. 3(1)-3(3), and 
the checks issued thereon, 3(4)-3(6), respectively. The three 
vouchers in question, as in the case of the indictment vouchers, 
had been prepared by Doris McCann acting pursuant to instruc- 
tions from appellant, who gave them to McCann with the name 
of the claimant Spotts already signed (J.A. 141). 

The check represented by Government Exhibit 3(4), dated 
August 30, 1955, payable to Spotts in the amount of $222.41, 
bears on its reverse a first indorsement “Richard E. Spotts,” a 
second indorsement “Claude A. Taylor, Sup’t Folding Room,” 
and rubber-stamp “I” of the Sergeant-at-Arms’ Office indi- 
cating its encashment there on August 31, 1955. Cashier Rai- 
den, who used stamp numbered “I”, testified that he cashed 
checks for appellant from time to time and assumed, from the 
last indorsement prior to his stamp, that he had cashed this 
particular check for appellant (J.A. 104). The check repre- 
sented by Government Exhibit 3(5), dated October 3, 1955, 
and payable to Spotts in the amount of $203.87, bears on its 
reverse the successive indorsements “Richard E. Spotts,” 
“Claude A. Taylor, Sup’t of House Folding Room,” and “N. 
Gandel.” Gandel, after identifying his own endorsement (J.-A. 
99-100), testified he had cashed the check; appellant was one 
of his customers at his liquor store and he, Gandel, had cashed 
checks for appellant many times (J.A. 99-100). A hand- 
writing expert, who compared the second indorsements “Claude 
A. Taylor” on the reverse of Government’s Exhibit 3(4) and 
3(5) with proven samples of appellant’s handwniting, testified 
that such second indorsements had been signed by appellant 
(J.A. 162)." 


PENNER, DAY, SPOTTS, AND FORDHAM 


It suffices to set forth here, in some detail but by no means 
comprehensively, prosecution evidence showing that the four 
salary claimants whose names appeared on the indictment vou- 
chers were non-existent, or at the very least, if they were ex- 


‘The proceeds of the third check, Government Exhibit 3(6), are unac- 
counted for in the testimony. 
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istent, were never employed in the House Folding Room and 
hence not entitled to the compensation claimed for them. 

One Harper, Administrative Assistant to the House Clerk 
for Budget and Finance Matters, and supervisor of the Dis- 
bursing Office under the Clerk, was familiar with the records 
and procedures of the House with reference to the Folding ‘ 
Room (J.A. 65-66). He was unable to find in the files of the 
Tichnreine Offers a letter of anvointment for either Penner, 
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or heard of either Penner, Day, Spotts, or Fordham: James W. 
Gowan, Assistant Superintendent (Tr. 311-312); W. Smew 
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Elgin, Foreman (J.A. 74-75); David E. Conrad, supervisor of 
the speed section (J.A. 75, 76) ; Marie D. Howard, who worked 
on the inserting machines (Tr. 234-235); Marie D. Ridgway 
(3.4. 81) ; Clara C. Herman (J.A. 82) ; and additionally, Doris 
McCann and James Hawkins, who of course had heard of these 
four persons, had never actually seen or known them (J.-A. 
121, 143-144). 

Now as to each of the claimants individually : 

1. Penner. On Gloria Penner’s Employee’s Withholding 
Exemption Certificate (Gov't Ex. 5(1)), which Doris McCann 
got from appellant (J.A. 122), Penner’s address was listed as 
3000 Connecticut Avenue, N-W., Washington, D.C. This ad- 
dress is a 200-unit apartment building called Cathedral 
Mansions (J.-A. 101-102). Lina Gonzalez, its present resident 
manager and, during the period covered by the indictment, 
bookkeeper and clerk, had checked her records and was un- 
able to find a record of Gloria Penner as having lived at that 
address (iid.). She also had no personal knowledge that 
Penner had ever lived there (J.-A. 101). Genevieve M. Zach- 
arias, telephone operator at 3000 Connecticut since May of 
1955, testified she had never known, met, or received any tele- 
phone calls or mail for Gloria Penner at that address (J-A. 
102-103). Examination of the Washington Metropolitan Area 
Telephone Directory and the (Polk)- City Directory ‘for the 
years in question revealed no listing for Gloria Penner at 3000 
Connecticut or elsewhere in the city (J.A. 153). Patricia 
Mackall, employed at the Folding Room during 1955-1957 as 
a clerk-typist (Tr. 363-364), happened to have resided at 3000 
Connecticut in that period and never knew a Gloria Penner 
there (Tr. 365-366). No tax return for Gloria Penner at that 
address could be found in the files of the District of Columbia 
Income Tax Office for any-of the years 1955-1957 (J.-A. 71). 
Copy B (employee's copy) of Gloria Penner’s.1957 W-2 form 
(Gov't Ex. 6(4)) was mailed by the House Disbursing Office to 

jcut and returned undelivered. 


income tax returns required to be filed there by District of 
Columbia residents (Tr. 200, 218-219), found a 1956 return 
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of Gloria Penner’s (Tr. 201; Gov't Ex. 17). This return, on 
Form 1040A, gave Penner’s address as 1915 R Street, SE., 
Washington, D.C., and her place of employment as the United 
States House of Representatives (Tr. 202). The return 
claimed a refund in the amount of $28.00 (J.A. 203), which 
was paid by a United States Treasury tax refund check (Gov't 
Ex. 18) dated May 9, 1957 (Tr. 205). The reverse of this 
check bore the indorsements “Gloria Penner” and “James 
Hawkins.” James Hawkins subsequently testified that the 
second indorsement was his, that he received the tax refund ; 
check from appellant pre-indorsed in the name of “Gloria 
Penner,” that he cashed the check, and that he turned the pro- 
ceeds over to appellant (J.A. 150-151). 

As a matter. of fact, the address 1915 R Street, SE., from 
which the return in question was supposedly filed, was the ad- 
dress, from December of 1953 to June of 1957, of Clara C. Her- 
man, a Folding Room employee (J.A. 82). Clara Herman tes- 
tified she did not file that return (J.A. 83). The premises 
1918-1915 R Street consists of two semi-detached houses; and 
according to the witness Herman, 2 Gloria Penner had never 
resided with her at 1915 (J.A. 82), nor had she resided next 
door at 1913, the occupants of which during this period were 
known by Herman (J.A. 84). 

2. Day. On John Day’s Employee's Withholding Exemp- 
tion Certificate (Gov't Ex. 5(3)), which Doris McCann got 
from appellant (J.A. 122), Day’s address was listed as 641 C 
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. These premises consist ofa 
one-family, two-story dwelling, containing about six rooms, & 
bath, and full basement (Tr. 306-307). According to records 
of the rental agent, no John Day or John F. Day had ever 
resided at that address (J.A. 96). Those records indicated, 
rather, that a Mrs. Tippett had moved out on or about April 1, 
1956; that the property remained vacant from then until July 
of that year; and then it was then rented to a Mrs. Sandros, 
who lived there until April of 1957 (Tr. 305-306). Mrs. 
‘Sandros knew of no John Day, nor had she rented a room toa 
person of that name; only she and her children occupied the 
premises (J.A.96). A Mrs, Carpenter, who resided there from 
June of 1957 to the present, lives with her parents, and had 
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never known a John F. Day to be at the address in question 
(J.-A. 97). Day had no record at all with the Baltimore fed- 
eral income tax people (Tr. 207), the District of Columbis 
Income Tax Office (Tr. 163), and the two directories already 
mentioned (J.A. 153). Copy B (employee’s copy) of Day’s 
1957 W-2 form (Gov't Ex. 6(2)), which the House Disbursing 
Office mailed to the C Street address, was returned undelivered. 

3 Spotts. An address turned up in House records for 
Richard Spotts in 1955 was 1314 16th Street, N.W., Washing- 
ton, D.C. (Gov't Ex. 6(5)). Beyond the shadow of a doubt, 
it is plain Spotis never lived there (J.A. 84-89, 154; Tr. 163, 
207). One of appellant’s co-employees, however, David E. 
Conrad, supervisor of the speed section, lived in the adjoining 
premises 1312 16th Street, N.W. from June of 1955 to Septem- 
ber of 1956 (J.A. 75). Sometime during the summer of 1956, 
Conrad had a conversation with appellant relating to a Govern- 
ment check which appellant said he had mailed to Spotts at that 


address: appellant asked Conrad to look for the check, ex- - 


plaining that Spotts owed him some money and that he, appel- 
lant, wanted to know if the check were “there.” Conrad looked 
for the check, unsuccessfully, and remembered that on one 
occasion when he was sick, appellant came to visit him at the 
16th Street address (J.A. 76-77). 

-4: Fordham. On Bernice Fordham’s Employee’s Withhold- 
ing Exemption Certificate (Gov’t Ex: 5(4)), which Doris Mc- 
Cann got from appellant (J.A. 122), Fordham’s address was 
given’as 7418 Georgia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. As 
surely as Spotts never lived at the 16th Street address, Bernice 
Fordham never resided (at least, during the pertinent period) 
at the Georgia Avenue address (J.A- 90-95, 98, 153). Norecord 
of her was turned up in the District of Columbia Income Tax 
Office (Tr. 163). There was a 1956 federal income tax return 
on the part of a Bernice Fordham (Gov’t Ex. 19) filed in the 
Baltimore District of the Internal Revenue Service, but the 
address given thereon was 487 G Street, S.W., Washington, D.C. 
(Tr. 208). This return, like Penner’s, indicated the taxpayer’s 
place of employment as being the United States House of 
Representatives, and, again as in Penner’s case, claimed a re- 
fund, amounting to $33.00 (Tr. 209). The United States 
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Treasury, on May 9, 1957, issued a tax refund check on that 
return in the name of Fordham at the 487 G Street address (Tr. 
215-216; Gov't Ex. 21). At the time, the 487 G Street address 
belonged to Doris McCann (J.A. 140). Doris McCann re- 
ceived the tax refund check, apparently had some conversation 
' with appellant about it, and was told by appellant “to bring it 
in the following day and he would see that that person got it” 
(J.A. 141). Evidently, McCann did so, because James Hawkins 
testified he received the same check from appellant pre- 
indorsed with the name of “Bernice Fordham,” added his own 
“James Hawkins” indorsement below, cashed it, and turned 
the proceeds over to appellant (J.A. 149). Doris McCann, of 
course, never knew a Bernice Fordham to reside at her address, 
which was a single dwelling (J.A. 140). 

In 1957, House records show, Bernice Fordham’s W-2 form, 
initially mailed to the Georgia Avenue address, was returned 
and somehow caused to be remailed to 4414 Vermont Avenue, 
Alexandria, Virginia (Gov't Ex. 6(3)). That address, in 1957, 
belonged to Marie D. Ridgway, another Folding Room em- 
ployee (J.A. 80-81), who testified that no Bernice Fordham 
lived there at the time (J-A. 81-82).. Fordham was unknown 
to the Richmond District of the Internal Revenue Service, 
where returns from Alexandria are required to be filed (Tr. 
159-161). Indeed, in 1957, the Baltimore District. received 
an International Operations Division Jurisdiction federal tax 
return (Gov’t Ex. 20) from a Bernice Fordham, Kuwait Post 
Office, Allahabad District, India (Tr. 210-214), and records of 
the Passport Office of the State Department (Gov't Ex. 22) 
reflect that an Ellen Bernice Owen Fordham, a missionary, had 
made successive passport applications or renewal applicati 
in New Delhi for every year from 1953 to 1959 (Tr. 219-225). 


OTHER EVIDENCE BEARING ON INTENT OB KNOWLEDGE 


Just two other items of evidence, among many more that 
- could be mentioned, need be reviewed here. 

It once came to the attention of Garner J. Cline, Clerk of the 
House Patronage Committee, that appellant had put a certain 
person to work in the House Folding Room during 1955-1957 
for whom appellant did not have Patronage Committee clear 
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ance; Cline advised appellant that the Committee was ap- 
prised of the situation and asked for the immediate removal 
of that person (Tr. 421-422). 

On another occasion, appellant had suggested to Chne that 
he, Cline, put his wife on the “rate payroll,” meaning, pre- 
samably, the roll of hourly rate employees in the Folding Room 
(J.A. 118). Cline told appellant that she had another job. 
Appellant replied, “Well, she wouldn’t have to come in all the 
time and—.” Cline asked appellant what he meant by that, 
and appellant said, “Well, she wouldn’t have to come in.” 
(J.A. 118.) 

THE “DISPUTED” DOCUMENTS 


We pass now from recital of the evidence, the sufficiency of 
which to convict is unchallenged and, in our view, unchallenge- 
able, to set forth the litigational context of the narrow evi- 
dentiary point on the basis of which appellant seeks reversal. 

Appellant challenges the admissibility of Government’s Ex- 
hibit 1(1)-1(52), the certified photostatic copies of the so- 
called indictment vouchers. These were produced in court by 
their custodian, one Kerns, Unit Head of the Records Infor- 
mation Unit, General Accounting Office (JA. 29). Kerns was 
the Government’s first witness. After identifying the exhibit, 
the Government offered them into evidence (J.A. 31). Ap- 
pellant objected on two gfounds, first, that the photostatic 
copies, by definition, were not the original vouchers that ap- 
pellant had been accused of “knowingly making”; ” second, 
that it had not been shown that Kerns was an “officer” of the 
United States (J.A. 31). No other ground of objection was 
raised, and the court overruled the objections actually made and 
admitted the exhibit (JA. 31). 

*The “knowingly making” part was not, strictly speaking, true. The 
statute, 18 U.S.C. § 287 (Br. at 3), is phrased in the disjunctive, “makes‘or 


theory of the indictment (given, of course, the additional element of 
sctenter). 
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The Government’s handwriting expert was the last witness 
ealled during the case-in-chief. Before he had taken the stand, 
the Government adduced all of the testimony reflecting the 
facts already cited herein: the preparation of the vouchers by 
McCann at appellant’s behest, McCann’s seeing appellant sign 
them, the encashment of the checks and the tracing of the 
proceeds of most into appellant's hands, the facts about the 
four bogus employees, the tax refund checks, ete. Then the 
handwriting expert went on (J.A. 156). The Government 
drew his attention to exhibits containing proven samples of 
appellant’s handwriting,” laid a foundation for their compari- 
son with the “disputed” handwriting on, pertinently, the pho- 
tostatic copies of the indictment vouchers, and elicited from 
the expert his opinion that the signatures of “Claude A. Tay- 
lor” on Government Exhibits 1(1)-1(52) (the photostatic 
copies of the indictment vouchers) were written by appellant 
{J.A. 161). The expert also testified that the signatures in 
question had not been made by a rubber-stamp device, there 
being a natural variation in the signatures on the exhibits (J.A. 
161-162).. Appellant raised no objection to any of this testi- 
mony. The Government was about to have the expert give 
the bases-and reasons for his opinions when appellant’s counsel 
spproached the bench and offered to stipulate that the signa- 
ture “Claude A. Taylor” on all of the indictment vouchers and 
checks was that of appellant (Tr. 586). The Government re- 
fused the stipulation on the sole ground that, since there had 
been some discussion about rubber-stamp signatures, it was 
entitled to show the basis for the opinion that no rubber-stamp 
had been:used on the exhibits in question (Tr. 586). In open 
court, then, the Government continued to elicit the expert's 
testimony regarding the “disputed” signatures (J.A. 162-163). 

After close of the Government’s case and argument of appro- 
priate motions, defense counsel made his opening statement 

*Gov't Ex. 18, a second deed of trust on appellant’s realty (J.A. 55-58, 
187); Gov't Ex. 15, a Maryland Voter's Registration cant (JA. 72-73, 
157); Gov't Ex. 16, a signature card on appellant's account at the 
Kensington Branch of the Farmers’ Bank & Trust Company (J.A. 72-73, 
157); Gov't Ex, 28(1)-28(8), respectively, a promissory note, a purchase 
money Geed of trust, and en affidavit of citizenship, all given by appellant 
ta connection with a realty transaction (J.A. 77-80, 157-158). See 28 
U.S.C, § 1781. (1958), énfra, p. 20. 
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(Tr. 611-618). The gist of the defense, briefly stated, was 
that, yes, appellant had signed the vouchers in question, but, 
since it was “his job to keep Congressmen happy” (Tr. 612) 
and he had “little control” over employee records and attend- 
ance, he had no knowledge until he saw the indictment that 
Penner, Day, Spotts, and Fordham (according to the Govern- 
ment) were not real persons. Defense counsel stated: “He 
will also testify that those are his signatures” (J.A. 612). 
Then, during direct examination of appellant: 


By Mr. Brennan: 

Q. Mr. Taylor, directing your attention to that ex- 
hibit there [presumably, Government’s Exhibit 1(1)- 
1(52)], are those your signatures? 

A. They look like my signatures. I can only assume 
that they are (Tr. 647). 


And, finally, during closing argument for the defense, counsel 
argued: 


* © © He [appellant] denied any knowledge as to these 
four individuals, any personal knowledge; didn’t deny 
that his signature is on these. This defendant sub- 
mitted himself for cross-examination so far as these 
particular points that are damaging or hurtful (Tr. 
728-729). 
THE “CLANDESTINE SEARCH” OF HOUSE RECORDS 


~The factual bases of one other point remain: The Govern- 
ment during its case-in-chief called Louis Hutchison, a Special 
Agent, Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) (J.A.151). On 
cross-examination, the defense elicited from this witness that 
he had examined certain privileged records of the House of 
Representatives in the House Folding Room, where Gowan, 
the Assistant Superintendent, and McCann, appellant’s secre- 
tary, made them available (J.A. 155). The witness was then 
asked whether he had got the permission of the Speaker of the - 
House to look at the records in question. “Agent Hutchison 
said he had not (J.A. 155). There.was no testimony, contrary 
to the assertions in appellant’s brief (Br. 3), that Agent Hutch- 
ison had not obtained permission to examine the records from 
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the “Chairmen of the various committees in whose exclusive 
possession and control these records rest * * *” (Br. at 3). At 
all events, assuming that the records mentioned included some 
that were introduced into evidence at trial, no motion to sup- 
press or objection to their use was made at any time; nor was 
there any discussion of & “clandestine search” at the time Agent 
Hutchison casually and candidly testified as to his lack of au- 
thority from the Speaker of the House. 


STATUTES AND REGULATIONS INVOLVED 


The Act of September 12, 1950, ch. 946, title I, pt. II, § 117, 

64 Stat. 837, 31 U.S.C. § 67 (1958), provides in pertinent part: 
§ 67. Duty of General Accounting Office. 

(a) Rules and regulations of Comptroller General; 

principles and practices to be considered. 

Except as otherwise specifically provided by law, the 

financial transactions of each executive, legislative, and 

judicial agency, including but not limited to the ac- 

counts of accountable officers, shall be audited by the 

General Accounting Office in accordance with such 


principles and procedures and under such rules and 
regulations as may be prescribed by the Comptroller 
General of the United States. * * * 


The Act of July 31, 1894, ch. 174, §8, 28 Stat. 207, as 
amended by Budgeting and Accounting Act, 1921, § 304, 42 
Stat. 24, as amended, 31 US.C. § 74 (1958), provides in part: 

$74, °°" © Preservation of adjusted accounts 2 

The General Accounting Office shall preserve all ac- 
counts which have been finally adjusted, together with 
all vouchers, certificates, and related papers, until dis- 
posed of as provided by law. 

Budgeting and Accounting Act, 1921, 42 Stat. 20, as 
amended, 31 U.S.C. §§ 1-55 (1958), provides in its relevant 
sections: 
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$306 [31 U.S.C. § 46]. Laws governing General Ac- 
counting Office; copies of books, records, etc., 
thereof as evidence. 

All laws relating generally to the administration of 
the departments and establishments shall, so far as 
applicable, govern the General Accounting Office. 
Copies of any books, records, papers, or documents, 
and transcripts from the books and proceedings of the 
General Accounting Office, when certified by the 
Comptroller General or the Assistant Comptroller Gen- 
eral under its seal, shall be admitted as evidence with 
the same effect as the copies and transcripts referred toin 
sections 882 and S86 of the Revised Statutes [now 28 
TSC. § 1733 (1958) ]. 
$311 [31 US.C. §52]. * * * official acts; rules and 

regulations made by Comptroller General. 


a * Ad * * 


(d) All officers and employees of the General Account- 
ing Office, whether transferred thereto or appointed by 


the Comptroller General, shall perform such duties as 
may be assigned to them by him. 

(e) All official acts performed by such officers or em- 
ployees specially designated therefor by the Comptroller 
General shall have the same force and effect as though 
performed by the Comptroller General in person. 

(f) The Comptroller General shall make such rules 
and regulations as may be necessary for carrying on 
the work of the General Accounting Office, * * *. 

Title 28 U.S.C. $§ 1731, 1733 (1958), provide: 
§ 1731. Handwriting. 

The admitted or proved handwriting of any person 
shall be admissible, for purposes of comparison, to de- 
termine genuineness of other handwriting attributed to 
such person. 
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§ 1733. Government records and papers; copies. 

(2) Books and records of account or minutes of pro- 
ceedings of any department or agency of the United 
States shall be admissible to prove the act, transaction 
or occurrence as 2 memorandum of which the same 
were kept. 

(b) Properly authenticated copies or transcripts of 
any books, records, papers or documents of any depart- 
ment or agency of the United States shall be admitted 
in evidence equally with the originals thereof. 

Title 4 C.F.R. (Rev. 1961), based on 22 FeperaL REGISTER 
10906-7 (1957), provides in part as follows: 


SUBCHAPTER F—RECORDS 


PART 81—SAFEGUARDING RECORDS OF THE 
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
§ $1.1 Preservation of records 


All documents and papers of whatever nature of the 
General Accounting Office, wherever they may be lo- 


cated, consisting of * * * vouchers * * * and all other 
documents or papers forming a part of the records in 
its legal or physical control shall be preserved by or 
for this Office in accordance with established retention 
standards. 


§ 81.6 Removal of original records 

Original records of the General Accounting Office shall 
not be removed from their designated locations for use 
outside the General Accounting Office when copies will 
serve the required purpose. When it is impracticable 
to furnish copies, original records will be made avail- 
able for examination in the custody of a responsible em- 
ployee of the General Accounting Office or may be 
loaned, when necessary, to proper officials of other Gov- 
ernment agencies by the Administrative Officer or the 
Chief, Records Management and Services Branch. * * * 
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§81.9 Marking or altering of loaned documents 

Original documents which are loaned to other Gov- 
ernment agencies or presented for examination must not 
be marked or altered, or their value as evidence im- 
paired, destroyed, or otherwise affected. Such docu- 
ments will not be presented as evidence or otherwise 
used in any manner by reason of which they may lose 
their identity as official records of the General Account- 
ing Office. 
§81.12 Court requests and subpoenas 

Whenever the originals of any documents of the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office, wherever located, or copies or 
transcripts of records are desired by or on behalf of pri- 
vate parties to a suit in any court, they will be made 
available only to the court, and only in response to a 
subpoena or request from the court, which should be 
directed to the Comptroller General of the United 
States and served upon the Chief, Records Manage- 
ment and Services Branch, Office of Administrative 
Services, U.S. General Accounting Office, Washington 
25, D.C. 
§ 81.13 Examination of original documents 

Original documents may be presented for examina- 
tion but must not be presented as evidence or other- 
wise used in any manner by reason of which they may 
lose their identity as official records of the General Ac- 
counting Office. They must not be marked or altered, 
or their value as evidence impaired, destroyed, or other- 
wise affected. 
$81.14 Use of certified copies 

In lieu of the original records, certified copies will be 
presented for evidentiary purposes since they are con- 
sidered as competent evidence equally with the originals 
(31 US.C. 48). Where copies of records are requested 
certified copies will be furnished. 
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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 


The certified photostatic copies of the indictment vouchers 
were admissible in evidence equally with the originals. 31 
US.C. § 46 (1958), supra, p. 20; 28 US.C. § 1733(b) (1958), 
supra, p.21. Thus, when first offered, they were admissible, at 
the very least, to show the existence and contents of the origi- 
nals. But in addition, since their authentication pursuant to 
the above-cited statutes is ipso facto sufficient authentication 
of the signatures appearing thereon and guarantees the accu- 
racy of the reproduction, the certified photostats were com- 
petent as well for purposes of handwriting comparison. And 28 
US.C. § 1733(b), as well as specific General Accounting Office 
regulations, dispensed with the production of the originals 
which otherwise would be preferred under the so-called best 
evidence rule. Appellant had adequate safeguards against 
fraud or imposition in his right to subpoena the originals for 
refutation of the photostats, if necessary or desired. At all 
events appellant judicially admitted that the disputed signa- 
tures were his, thus removing that issue from challenge and 
waiving objection to all other evidence on that issue. 

Appellant’s point of a “clandestine search” comes for the 
first time on appeal, and the issue is therefore foreclosed from 
consideration. On the merits, appellant’s personal rights were 
in no way violated, and the House of Representatives author- 
ized release of the evidence in question for use in this prosecu- 


tion. 
ARGUMENT 


L When offered, the certified photostatie copies of the 
indictment vouchers were admissible to prove at the very 
least the existence and contents of the originals. 


A. Under $1 U.S.C. §46 (1958), the photostats, as “copies of * * * papers 
General Accounting Office * * * certified by 


2 USC. § 17336) 58). 


The General Accounting Office is by law responsible for 
auditing the “financial transactions of each executive, legisla- 
tive, and judicial agency.” 31 U.S.C. § 67(a) (1958), supra, 
p. 19. To this end it is required to preserve all finally adjusted 
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accounts, together with all vouchers and related papers, until 
disposed of as provided by law. 31 U.S.C. § 74 (1958), supra, 
p. 19. Pursuant to rule-making authority conferred by stat- 
ute. 31 U.S.C. $$ 52(f), 67(a) (1958), supra, pp. 19-20, the 
Comptroller General of the United States has promulgated 
record retention standards applicable to, among other types of 
documents, Government vouchers. 4 C.F.R. Part 81 (Rev. 
1961), supra, pp. 21-22. The indictment vouchers in this case, 
which came into the custody of the General Accounting Office 
for post-audit, thus became documents of that Office and sub- 
ject to all of the laws and regulations governing their retention, 
safekeeping, and ultimate disposal. 

Title 31 US.C. § 46 (1958), supra, p. 20, provides in perti- 
nent part that “copies of * * * papers or documents of the 
General Accounting Office, when certified by the Comptroller 
General * * * under its seal, shall be admissible in evidence 
with the same effect as the copies and transcripts referred to 
in” 28 USC. § 1733(b) (1958) Government’s Exhibits 1 
(1)-1(52) in this case were “copies” ** of “papers or documents 
of the General Accounting Office,” ie., copies of the original 


indictment vouchers. By the direction of the Comptroller 
General of the United States, these were certified to * as be- 
ing “true cop[ies] of the original document [s] now on file in 
the General Accounting Office,” and such certifications bore the 


>The statute originally read: “* * * with the same effect as the copies 
and transcripts referred to in sections 882 and 886 of the Revised Statutes.” 
See supra, p. 20. Revised Statutes $§ 882, 886, formerly appeared as 28 
USC. §§ 661, 665 (1940 ed.), and were repealed upon the enactment of the 
current Judicial Code. See Act of June 25, 1948, § 39, 62 Stat. 992. Former 
§§ 661 and 665 of the Judicial Code are now covered by 28 U.S.C. § 1733 
(1968). See historical and revision notes following 28 U.S.C.A. § 1733 and 
31 US.C.A. $46. 

= A copy is no less a “copy” because it is a photostat. Mullican v. United 
States, 252 F. 2d 398, 400-1 (5th Cir. 1958); Annot, 70 ALR. 2d 1227 
(1980). It might be handwritten or typewritten and if properly certified 
admissible as a. “copy.” Vaughn v. United States, 78 F. Supp. 4956 (E.D. 
Tenn. 1947). 

™ By an employee of the General Accounting Office reciting “By the di- 
rection of the Comptroller General, etc.” All official acts performed by 
Gesignated employees of the General Accounting Office acting at the direc- 
tion of the Comptroller General have “the same force and effect as though 
performed by the Comptroller General in person.” 31 U.S.C. §52(e) (1958), 
supra, p. 20. 
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seal of the United States General Accounting (see Gov't Ex. 
1(1), Appendix A, infra, p. 33). Thus, under 31 U.S.C. § 46, 
supra, the certified photostatic copies of the indictment vouch- 
ers were admissible “with the same effect” as the copies and 
transcripts referred to in 28 U.S.C. § 1733(b) (1958). See, 
é.g., United States v. Conti, 119 F. 2d 652 (1st Cir. 1941); 
Kurzrok v. United States, 1 F. 2d 209 (8th Cir. 1924) ; Price 
v. State, 118 Tex. Crim. App. 82, 38 S.W. 2d 811 (1931). 


B. Under 28 U.S.C. 8 1733(b) (1958), the certified photostats were admissible 
in evidence “equally with the originals thereof,” meaning at the very least 
that they constituted primary evidence as to the existence and contents 

~ of the originals. 


_ With what effect are the copies and transcripts referred to 
in 28 U.S.C. § 1733(b) (1958) admissible in evidence? They, 
and hence the photostatic copies in this case, are admissible 
“equally with the originals thereof.’ This means that the 
photostats “should be regarded as of the same class, in the 
grades of evidence, as to written and parol, and primary and 
secondary,” as the originals. Campbell v. Laclede Gas Co., 
119 US. 445, 449 (1886). The originals of the indictment 
vouchers are of course primary evidence as to their own exist- 
ence and contents, at the very least; so too, then, do the photo- 
static copies constitute primary evidence in these two respects: 
existence and contents of the originals. These are intrinsic 
attributes of the originals, and hence of the photostats: we do 
not claim for the photostats any greater evidentiary value 
than that. Southard v. United States, 218 F. 2d 943, 948 (9th 
Cir. 1955); Greenbaum v. United States, 80 F. 2d 113, 125 
(9th Cir. 1955). 

Appellant’s objection (Br. at 6) that they were inadmissible 
because prepared especially for trial and not in the regular 
course of business confounds the requirements for admission 
under 28 U.S.C. § 1733(b) with those under 28 U.S.C. § 1732 
(b) (Br. at 4). The latter statute, § 1732(b) (Br. at 4), has 
nothing to do with this case.* That statute is the Federal so- 


“The trial prosecutor’s reference to this statute (J-A. 31) was doubtless 
an inadvertent mis-citation, as evidenced by his contemporaneous reference 
to “certification” by the record custodian, which clearly meant to invoke 
28 U.S.C. § 1733(b). 


vernmental entries 
bie testimonially without the necessity of producing in court 
the person or persons who made them; entries as these, though 
hearsay, are usually trustworthy given the inertia, the routine, 
the habits, the loyalties of the people who commonly make 
them. See Palmer v. Hoffman, 318 U.S. 109, 112-3 (1943); 
Massachusetts Bonding & Ins. Co. v. Norwich Pharmacal Co., 
18 F. 2d 934, 937 (2d Cir. 1927) (L. Hand, J.); 4 WiGMoRE 
Evmencs, § 1522 (2d ed. 1940). Title 28 U.S.C. § 1733(b), 
however, rests on an entirely distinct basis. This is a public 
records statute. It is founded on the consideration that re- 
quiring documentary originals comprising part of government 
Giles to be produced in court would hinder official business dur- 
ing their absence from the files and subject them to risk of loss, 
destruction, or injury by constant wear and tear. 4 WiG- 
moze, op. cit. § 1218. Thus duly authenticated copies of such 
public records suffice to show what the originals show, and the 
question whether entries appearing thereon can also be used 
testimonially is wholly separate. Here, the entries on the 


all; the copies were presen 

and terms of the originals: the fact of existence, and the fact 
that the originals embodied certain matter, viz., claims against 
the United States for compensating certain people for certain 
work, together with the signatures subscribed. At the time 
the photostats were offered, which, it must be remembered, 
was at the outset of the trial, they of course could not have 
been introduced to show, for example, who in fact put the 
signatures on them: that would have to await the introduc- 
tion of additional, extrinsic proof.* 


% Indeed, it is manifest from the context of their introduction, at the out- 
ect of the trial, and hence without testimonial connection to appellant, that 
they were only conditionally admissible pending introduction of further 


slip opinion at 11 
jury might have been 
on the exhibits when first 
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The rebuttal to appellant’s argument, therefore, is that when 
first offered the photostatic copies fulfilled all the admission re- 
quirements of 31 U‘S.C. § 46 and 28 US.C. § 1783(b), at least 
insofar as the existence and the terms of the originals were 
sought to be established.”* 


IL. Subsequent use of the certified photostatic copies of the 
indictment vouchers for handwriting comparison purposes 
was not error. 


Before reaching the testimony of the handwriting expert, 
some aspects of the “best evidence” rule ought to be touched 
on. That rule applies only to the terms of a document and 
does not operate to exclude testimony about it which does not 
seek to establish its terms. Many facts about a document are 
provable without production of the original. See, eg., 4 
Wicmonrg, op. cit. §§ 1242, 1248. 

The initial introduction of the photostatic copies in this case 
clearly established the contents, the terms, of the originals; 
and as previously shown, title 28 U.S.C. § 1733(b), a statutory 
exception to the “best evidence” rule, dispensed with the pro- 
duction of the originals for that purpose. The testimony that 
followed its introduction was clearly competent on the basis 


instruction to the effect that, of course, the mere presence of the signature 
did not say anything about who put it there. No such instruction, how- 
ever, was asked for by appellant, on whom the burden for request clearly 
rested. 1 Wiomorg, op. cit. at 301. 

*None of the appellant’s objections at the time was well taken. The 
assertion was made that “you are not able to read handwriting from a 
photostat, or interpret handwriting, or give any of the characteristics of 
handwriting” (J.A. 31). At the time this was wholly irrelevant: no hand- 
writing expert was then on the stand, the person sponsoring the exhibit had 
nothing to do with handwriting, and, in effect, counsel for appellant was 
offering opinion testimony on an issue that had as yet not been broached. 
The other objection raised was that it had not been shown that Kerns, the 
person sponsoring the exhibit, was an “officer” of the United States (see 
JA. 31). Under 28 U.S.C. § 1783(b), however, such a showing is not a pre- 
requisite to admission of certified copies: the authentication itself, vis., 
certification by the proper official under agency seal, is sufficient. E.g., 
McKendry v. United States, 254 F. 2d 659 (9th Cir. 1958); Mullican v. 
United States, 252 F. 2d 398 (Sth Cir. 1958) ; Stillman v. United States, 177 
F. 2d 607 (9th Cir. 1949) ; Steiner v. United States, 134 F. 2d 981 (5th Cir.), 
‘cert. denied, 819 U.S. 774 (1943). It is noteworthy that the same objection 
-has not been renewed on appeal. 
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of the photostats alone, and there was no reason for preferring 
the originals during any of such testimony. Thus, for exam- 
ple, Doris McCann, after examining the copies, testified that 
she prepared the vouchers at appellant’s behest and that she 
saw appellant sign them. This testimony did not seek to es- 
tablish the terms of the vouchers, and so was competent even 
in the absence of the originals; indeed, no better evidence (in 
the non-technical sense) that appellant had signed the vouch- 
ers could be imagined. Similarly, all of the prosecution’s proof 
as to the non-existence (or at least, non-employment in the 
Folding Room) of the four salary claimants whose names ap- 
peared on the vouchers was wholly independent of the vouch- 
ers themselves, given that the certified copies evidenced equally 
with the originals the bare presence of the names in question. 
The vouchers were thus proved false, fictitious, and fraudulent, 
and the production of the originals would not have added pro- 
bative value to this aspect of the case in the slightest. 

By the time, then, that the handwriting expert took the 
stand as the last Government witness, a very narrow issue 
presented itself. The question was whether the originals of 
the indictment vouchers, whose production theretofore was 
dispensable under 28 U.S.C. § 1733(b), were required in court 
for purposes of comparing the signature “Claude A. Taylor” 
appearing thereon with proven samples of appellant’s hand- 
writing. It will be noted initially that appellant raised no 
objection to the testimony of the handwriting expert from the 
time he took the stand through his expression of opinion that 
the signatures of the voucher copies were those of appellant 
(J.A. 156-162), and it was immediately after that that appel- 
lant through counsel offered to stipulate as to the signatures 
(Tr. 586). However, we treat the issue first under the assump- 
tion that appellant’s objection to the introduction of the pho- 
tostatic copies at the outset of trial preserved his objection to 
the ultimate use of them for handwriting comparison purposes. 

The nub of sppellant’s claim of prejudice in the use of photo- 
stats lies in his question, borrowed from Toho Bussan Kaisha, 
Ltd. v. American Pres. Lines, Ltd., 265 F. 2d 418, 423 (2d Cir. 
1959): “How could there be any guarantee that they are accu- 
rate reproductions of all that may be relevant?” (Br. at 6). 
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In that case, however, unauthenticated photostats of business 
records were involved. Here we have photostatic copies of 
official papers that have been authenticated pursuant to stat- 
ute. Even where authenticity of handwriting is concerned, 
properly authenticated photostats are recognized by the courts 
as sufficient proof of original documents: the official authenti- 
cation itself has been accepted as guaranteeing the accuracy 
of the signature’s reproduction. E.g., Stillman v. United 
States, 177 F. 2d 607 (9th Cir. 1949), and cases cited id. at 617 
n. 10; United States v. Cipullo, 170 F. 2d 311 (2d Cir. 1948), 
cert. denied, 336 U.S. 946 (1949); and see Annot., 9 ALR 
2d 899, 923, § 11 (1950). 

Secondly, the photostatic copies here were plainly compe- 
tent. On cross-examination by appellant, the handwriting ex- 
pert admitted that originals are always desirable, but that it 
was possible to testify, as he had testified, on the basis of 
photostatic copies (J-A. 167). Appellant had his opportunity 
to confront the expert with some of the textbook opinion now 
put forward on brief (Br. at 9); in view of the expert's testi- 
mony, however, that opinion is not now available on appeal to 
demonstrate the incompetence of photostats generally. Legal 
authorities generally consider them competent, depending on 
their being satisfactorily clear to the presiding judge. See, 
generally, 3 Wicmore, op. cit. §797(b); and Hartzell v. 
United States, 72 F. 2d 569 (8th Cir.), cert. denied, 293 US. 
621 (1934); Baxer, Law or Disputep & Forcep DocuMENTS 
120 § 73 (1955). 

Further, the original indictment vouchers in this case were 
simply not available for introduction into evidence. Their 
use as evidence is prohibited by duly promulgated regulations 
of the Comptroller General. 4 CF.R. §§81.9, 81.13 (Rev. 
1961), supra, p. 22. These regulations are reasonable in 
light of modern record retention and preservation policies. 
Moreover, the originals here are actually irremovable public 
documents whenever certified copies will serve the required 
purpose. 4 C.F.R. § 81.6, supra, p. 21. That the prosecution 
here at one time removed the originals for purposes of its own 
examination is irrelevant: the regulations permit that. Ibid. 
But examination is one thing, introduction into evidence an- 
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other. ‘The latter exposes the originals to treatment, namely 
use, marking, and wear and tear, that the regulations seek to 


pellant was not prevented 

order to safeguard against possible fraud or imposition, if that 
him was a subpoena for the 

originals to 


the photostahe 


is hardly 

safeguard was properly 

verdict to demonstrate actual prejudice through use of the 
United States v. Cipullo, 170 F. 2d 311 (2d Cir. 

1948), cert. denied, 336 US. 946 (1949). The photostatic 

copies were certainly refutable if appellant desired to refute 

them. Southard v. United States, 218 F. 2d 943, 947 (9th Cir. 

1955). 

Last, if the use of the photostatic copies here was in any 
respect error, no prejudice could have arisen. The handwriting 
testimony concerning the vouchers was purely cumulative to 
the testimony of Doris McCann, who actually saw appellant 

McCann’s testimony, if believed, 
believed her, established beyond a 


pelled 
to what he terms the 


vouchers (for signature purposes) was waived by (1) the de- 
fense opening statement which informed the jury that appel- 
lant would testify that the signatures in question were his (Tr. 
612); (2) appellant’s “assumption” during his testimony (Tr. 
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647) that they were his; and (3) the defense closing argument 
that recited that appellant did not deny “that his signatures 
are on these” (Tr. 728). These are judicial admissions. They 
are binding and prohibit any further dispute of the fact that the 
signatures on the indictment vouchers are appellant's. See 9 
Wicmorg, op. cit. §§ 2590, 2592. That these admissions came 
after introduction of the “disputed” evidence does not matter. 
Any contention that they were made solely for defensive reasons 
or to rebut extremely damaging facts is negated by appellant’s 
seeming willingness to stipulate as to his signature before the 
expert gave the complete bases and reasons for his opinions. 
Moreover, judicial admissions are of such solemnity that they 
are conclusive regardless of tactical reasons for their making; 
as Professor Wigmore says, they simply prohibit further dis- 
pute of the issue as to which they were made. 9 WicMorE, op. 
cit. § 2590. 


IIL Assuming the existence of a “clandestine search” of 
House records by the FBI agent, appellant's rights were 
not violated and hence had no right to suppression of the 
evidence in question. 


It would be easy to argue, in answer to appellant's point 
about a “clandestine search,” that it is raised for the first time 
on appeal, no motion to supress or objection having been pre- 
sented below. Addressing ourselves to the dubious merits, 
however, it may briefly be mentioned, among other difficulties, 
that (1) appellant has no interest or right that is distinct from 
that of the public at large in the safeguarding of House rec- 
ords from unauthorized scrutiny (assuming, arguendo, that 
appellant’s claim of a “clandestine search” is supported by the 
facts, which it is not); (2) stated another way, appellant's 
personal rights in no way could have been violated; (3) evi- 
dence illegally obtained, with exceptions not relevant here, 
is freely admissible at common law; (4) it would be standing 
the Fourth Amendment on its head to argue that it extends 
to protection of the sovereign’s own records from examination 
by its own agents; and (5) coming down to the concrete facts 
of the case, the House of Representatives by resolutions au- 
thorized the release of the records in question for use in the 
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instant prosecution, thus plainly ratifying all investigative 
work done in connection with such records prior to the author- 
izing resolutions. The short of the matter is that no “lawless 
means” (Br. at 10) were used to bring to this trial the records 
leading to appellant's conviction. 

CONCLUSION 


Wherefore, it is submitted the judgment of the District Court 
be affirmed. 


Davin C. ACHESON, 
United States Attorney. 
Nataan J. PavLson, 
Freverick G. SMITHSON, 
Assortt A. LEBAN, 
Assistant United States Attorneys. 


APPENDIX A 


United States of America 
[Govt's Exhibit No. 1(1)] 


Unrrep States GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


Pursuant to the provisions of sections 306 and 311(e) of the 
Budget and Accounting Act, 1921, 42 Stat. 24, 25; 31 US.C. 
46, 52(e), I hereby certify that the annexed document, is a 
true copy of the official document now on file in the United 
States General Accounting Office in the following case: 


Guonia PENNER 


In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and caused 
the seal of the United States General Accounting Office to be 
affixed this 30th day of November in the year 1960 at Wash- 
ington. By direction of the Comptroller General of the United 
States, 

[seat] (S) E. C. Bohannon, 

United States General Accounting Office. 
(83) 


H. of R. Vo. No. 10331 


the above services were performed as stated and tt oe 
(or; 


with the orders s that the prices charged are in 


(S)_ Wu. M. Mriuzz, | 
Representatives. 


Doorkeeper, House of 
(8S) Cuavve A. Tarvor, 
i House Folding Room. 


Choirman, Committee on House Administration. 
Paid by check No. 155220, dated May 1, 1956, on the Treasurer of the 
United States at Washington, D.C., in favor of the payee named above. 
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0.5 GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE, 1961 


